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FOUR PER CENT. DEBENTURES. 


BRITISH & AMERICAN MORTGAGE CO. Lp, 


CAPITAL, £1,500,000. Subscribed, £700,000 ; Paid-up, £220,000 ; Uncalled, £489,000, 
TRUSTEES {Tre Right Hon. HuGH CULLING EARDLEY CHILDERS, M.P., F.R.8. 
The Right Hon, GrorGE JOHN SHAW-LEFEVRE, M.P. 
HoME DIRECTORS. 

JOHN CROFT DEVERELL, Esq., 9, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn. 

WALTER RANDOLPH FARQUHAR, Esq.. Banker, 16, St. James’-street. 

BEAUMONT WILLIAM LUBBOCK, Esq.. Banker, 15. Lombard-street. 

Sir CHARLES NICHOLSON, Bart., D.C.L., LL.D., The Grange. Totteridge. 

GEORGE BABINGTON PARKER, Esq., 13, Victoria-street, Westminster. 

WILLIAM HENRY STONE Esq., Lea-park, Godalming. 

Banxsrs } Messrs. Roparts, Lubbock, & Co., 15, Lombard-street, E.C. 

( Meesrs, HERRIES, FARQUHAR, & Co., 16, St. James’-street, S.W. 
The Directors issue Debentures for 3, 5,7, or 10 years. bearing 4 per cent. in- 
terest, payable half-yearly by coupons, secured by the Company’s Mortgages, 
which are made with a margin of from one-half to two-thirds of the value of the 
property, together with the uncalled Capital (£480,000), 

By its Articles of Association the Company’s Business is restricted to First 
Mortgages on Frechold Property, and its Debenture Issue is limited to tho 
amount of the Subscribed Capital. 

The precautions taken in the selection of Mortgages render these Debentures 


especially suitable for the investment of Trust or other Funds, they being exempt | 


from the fluctuations in value attaching to ordinary Stocks and Shares. 
For prospectuses, application forms, and further information apply to 
Oftices of the Company, 6, Old Jewry, E.C. SAMUEL GILES, Secretary. 


EQUITY AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


18, LINCOLN’sS INN FIELDs, Lonpon, W.C. 
Whole-world policies in most cases free of charge. 
Policies indisputable and unconditional. 

SPECIMEN BONUSES. 


ul additions made to Policies of £1,00) effected under Tables I. and TI. 


NUMBER OF PREMIUMS PAID. 


| Age 
| at Entry. 


Ten, Twenty. Thirty. 


€ 6. 
103 0 
112 0 
124 0 
147 (0 
197 10 


£ 8. 
431 0O 

464 10 

525 10 
*626 10 | 
*S836 10 





EXAMPLE.—A Policy for £1,(00, effected 30 years ago by a person then aged 30, 
would have increased to £1,819, or by more than 80 per cent. 


In the cases marked * the Bonuses, if surrendered. would be more than | 


sufficient to extinguish all future premiums, and the Policy-holders would still 
be entitled to share in future profits. 


Cases Reported this Week. 
In the Solicitors’ Journal. In the Weekly Reporter. 


Bourgoise (Infants), R« Arnison v, Smith 

Bracken, Re, Doughty v. Townson 35 Batterbee, In the Goods of 

Brockwell v. Bullock and Another. 348 Coren v. Barne 

Cawley & Co. (Lim ), R an Grand Trunk Railway 

Clayson v. Leecl Canada vy. Jennings cree 4 
evas and Othe Great Britain 100 Al Steamship 
Weat India Dock Uo, ............ 3 Insurance Association vy. Wyllie 

Licensed Victuallers’ Mutual Lrad- Heapy, Ex parte, In re Hollins- 
ing Association (Lim.), Re ...... 3 ear onan 41 

Marshall _v. Scarborough and Mainland vy. Upjohn 
Whitby Raiiway Co... More v. More 5 o 

Roper (deceased), Re, Parker v. Blenkhorn, Newbould v. 
Gissing Railward ....... -.- 

OT aa + ViINGOUE,” TED cece sccece vex 

United Club and Hotel Co. Weed v. Ward 
£O cevveses --0% 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Lorp Justice Bowen, who has for some days been evidently 
suffering from illness, has at length determined to take a few 
days’ rest. It is believed that freedom from exposure to the 
draughts pervading the region of the court will materally assist in 
restoring the learned judge to his usual state of health. 





Iv poES NoT appEaR to give universal satisfaction that actions 


set down in the Chancery Division should be transferred to the | 


Queen’s Bench Division, as was the case with a considerable batch 
of cases three months ago. These cases are now coming into the 
daily lists of the Queen’s Bench Division, and the judges make 
the comment that the transfer is made on the supposition that they 
have little or nothing to do. It appears to be probable that the two 


409 | 
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or three cases already re-transferred only form a sample of the 
bulk as seen by the judges who are expected to dispose of them. 





Ir WE ARE TO JUDGE by what takes place in court, the official 
referees will soon be fully occupied. The plan of referring ques- 
tions of account is being widely adopted both in the Queen’s 
Bench Division and in the Chancery Division, Several cases have 
also been recently sent to official referees for trial under the 57th 
section of the Judicature Act, 1883, and the 9th section of the 
Judicature Act, 1884. In the Chancery Division the chief clerks 
| may by this means be relieved of a large amount of detail work. 

In partnership actions, and in actions for an account, this-practice 
| will, we anticipate, continue to increase, and must in the long 
run prove valuable. 





| 
| Ow THE occaston of the retirement of Master Brewer, who has 
| for many years acted as ex-officio member of the Examination Com- 
| mittee of the Incorporated Law Society, the following resolution 
| was passed by the committee :—‘‘ The members of the Examination 
| Committee of the Incorporated Law Society desire to express their 
| sense of the valuable assistance afforded to them in the perform- 
| ance of their duties by J. H. Brewer, Esq., one of the Masters of 
the High Court, and, at the same time, to recognize his unfailing 
courtesy to the committee when attending their meetings, and to 
| tender to him their best wishes for his health and happiness on his 
retirement from the office of master.’”’ Master Brewer, in acknow- 
ledging the receipt of the resolution, wrote to the Examination 
| Committee as follows :—“‘ Please allow me to tender you my very 
sincere thanks for your kind and handsome recognition of my ser- 
| vices. I always tried to do my duty to the profession to which we 
| all have the honour to belong, and it is a pleasure to me to have it 
| recognized by your body. At your hands I have always had the 
| greatest kindness and consideration, and I can truly say that during 
the number of years I have attended your meetings there has 
never been anything but good feeling between us.” 





Ovr reapers will see, from a correspondence which we print 
elsewhere, that the anti-solicitor notice has at last been withdrawn. 
It will be remembered that the notice was published in this 
journal on the 26th of January last. It was also published 
shortly afterwards in the Zimes, and we think we are right in 
saying that it received the additional advertisement of an article in 
that journal, apparently emanating from some quarter not wholly un- 
connected with the Land Registry Office. Towards the close of last 
month a firm of solicitors were officially informed, through their 
| parliamentary representative, that ‘“‘the notice was not brought 
before the Lord Chancellor for his approval previous to ifs being 
posted up, but the registrar is acting within the law in the 
| matter.” A protest, signed by nearly 200 firms of solicitors in 
the Strand Division, and addressed to their representative in 
Parliament, has now produced a statement that the notice 
“never has been posted at the Land Registry; and since a date 
anterior to the Ist of March has not been issued at the Land 
Registry ;”” that the Lord Chancellor had “expressed his dis- 
approval of the notice,” and that the registrar had ‘‘ directed its 
entire withdrawal, and tore up such copies as remained obtainable 
by the public.” There are some extremely significant lessons to 
'be derived from this incident. It will be observed that it 
| was only after the Lord Chancellor had had “his attention 
called to it by Mr. Sarrm” that he expressed his disapproval 
of the notice. From the end of January to the end of Feb- 
|ruary the Lord Chancellor (who, we presume, reads his Times) 
| was content to leave the circulation of the notice altogether 
| unchecked. When a mild form of political influence was em- 
| ployed, the Lord Chancellor expressed the opinion that the 
| registrar was ‘acting within the law in the matter.” But when 
combined and effective political influence was applied, the Lord 
Chancellor arrived at the stage of expression of entire dis- 
approval of the notice. We could hardly have desired a more 
| practical proof of the necessity and efficacy of the means we have 
| advocated with regard to the Land Transfer Bill, and the experi- 
| ment is all the more welcome because it was independent and 
|spontanesus. Until a comparatively late period, when the greater 
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number of the signatures had ‘been obtained to the protest, | could not alter this plain construction; and, if that is so with 


we were unaware of the existence of the movement. The 
next lesson is that it is not to be assumed that because the Lord 
Chancellor disapproves of the issue of the notice under existing 
circumstances—i.e., while the Land Transfer Bill is on the carpet— 
he will disapprove of the issue of a similar notice if and when the 
Billhas become law. It does not need much common sense to shew 
that the issue of such a notice at such a time was, from the point 
of view of the promoter of the Bill, one of the silliest proceedings 
imaginable. It was practically telling solicitors what they might 
expect if the Bill passed. But supposing no remonstrance had been 
made, would the notice have been withdrawn? And supposing the 
Bill to be passed, what reason is there for thinking that, even if the 
notice is not re-issued, it will not acted on? There is no 
statement vouchsafed that the office will not seek to do solicitor’s 
work. Notice or no notice, it will doubtless pursue its anti-solicitor 
crusade. We should suppose that now, at sll events, no one can 
doubt what is the proper course for solicitors to take if they mean 
to raise any effective opposition to the Land Transfer Dill. 


that the Council of the Incorporated Law Society 
Arbitrations Bill of the present 
late in one Act the 

znd to both widen 


WE UNDERSTAND 
have prepared some re¢ marks upo 
session. The Bill is an attempt to consolir 
existing statutory provisions itrati 
and simplify such provisio three parts, the first 
referring to references by consent out of court, thi nd to refer- 
ences under order of court, and the third to both kin 1s of referer 
The Bill proposes to repeal the existing statutory provisions relat- 
ing to such references, and by clause 24 it is to apply to 
references under statutory powers. The 
sub-clause (f) of clause 
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ces 


should follow 
it clear that the 
irbitrations them- 
yuncil approve of 
o award costs as 
e advisability of 


2 the words ‘‘ ort 
the word ‘‘ by’ in the second line, so as 
arbitrators are not necessarily to conduct 
selves, but may hear counsel or solicitors. 

the provision giving the arbitrators the power t 
between solicitor and client, but they doubt th 
empowering arbitrators (who may have no experience in such 
matters) to tax and settle the costs to be paid. Clause 21 enables 
the powers of the Act to be conferred on masters and chief clerks 
by Rules of Court. The council su; matter for considera 
tion whether it would not be advisable actually to delegate to these 
officers the whole of the jurisdiction given by the B nd they 
also express an opinion that the cl isefully extended 
so as to apply to ‘‘ the committee ”’ under the Solicitors Act, 1888, 
the extent of the jurisdiction so given being defined by rules. 
The genersl policy of the Bill would seem t ymote arbitra- 
tion by settling and simplifying t} cedure and by giving arbi- 
trators wider powers. The council, however, deprecate the system 
of constant reference of cases to arbitration by the court, end think 
that it would be much more satisfactory, and less costly, to suitors 
if the court would itself, where practicable, di 
raised. They consider that suitors have a ri 
the judge on the evidence adduced in the case that it should 
not, without their consent, be remitted to an inferior tribunal. 
Having regard to the delay and expense which arbitrations 
generally involve, the council doubt whether that method of 
settling disputes will always be a benefit to suitors. It will, how- 
ever, often be adopted either voluntarily or by compulsion, and the 
council think that the Bill will tend to improve the procedure. 


ave 


at 


7eS - 


aa: 
“asa 


té 
di 
iUSe micht he 


» be to 


I ) 
i 


I 
y } 
NI D 


» questions 
: opinion of 
4) 


Ix THE case or Re Stewart (reported elsewhere) a number 


| section 7. 


iggest that in | 


| 


regard to pending business, there seems no ground for denying that 


| the same view must be taken as to completed business also, for the 


words of section 7 apply equally to a taxation of the bill in either 
The objection is that, though the court may still allow a 


case, 
t as to his charges for business pending at the date 


solicitor to ele< 
of the Order, yet it would hardly allow this to be done as to 
business completed; and, therefore, the right is altogether lost 
But the judgments in Me Field do not make it likely that this 
consideration would have any effect; and at any rate, in th 
present case, Kay, J., went solely by the express words of 
The second of the two points above referred to did 
relate to pending business, and, as to this, Kay, J., followed the 
intimation of Corroy, L.J., in Re Field, and held that a notice to 
elect given after the 1st of January, 1883, is effectual. At the 
same time, the restriction was imposed, that no work shall 
have been done in the matter between that date and the date of 
election. This, of course, is the nearest approach to electing before 
‘‘ undertaking the business ’’ which the case admits of. A conten- 
tion closely allied to this point was raised, that the doing of work 
in the matter before election was immaterial, provided it was work 
not covered by the scale charge. But here, again, the court held 
itself bound by the clear meaning of ‘‘ undertaking any business,” 
which must include the doing of any work for which a charge can 
be made. The other two points appear to have been more novel, 
and the decision on the first hardly agrees with that close following 
of the words of the Act which Mr. Justice Kay was adopting. 
[t is provided by rule 11 of Part 1 of Schedule 1 that “ 
case of sales under the 
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Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, or any 
other private or public Act under which the vendor’s charges are 
paid by the purchaser, the scale shall not apply.”” In the case in 
question Messrs. Stewarr had acted for the Wakefield Corporation, 
and had been engaged in carrying out the provisions of a special 
Act, incorporating the general Acts which empowered them to 
take lands compulsorily for the purpose of waterworks. Under 
the above rule they considered the business to be excluded 
from the scale charges, and made out their bill accordingly. 
But although the words are express that in case of such 
sales the scale is not to apply, yet Kay, J., thought proper 


| to hold that the exception made by the rule was confined to the 


| the grant of an easement hardly comes within the meaning of 


Whatever words there may be to shew that this 
is what was meant, it is very clear that it is not what was said. 
The remaining point raised the question to whether the 
Order applies to sales of easements. The right of laying down 
pipes in the lands of various persons had been acquired by the cor- 
poration, and it was held by Kay, J., that to the conveyancing 
business in connection there the scale charges were not appli- 
cable. 


ve ndor’s charge 3. 


as 
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Schedule 1, Part 1, indeed, is designed for such matters 
as deducing title to freehold, copyhold, or leasehold property, and 
rr 


+ 


transfer of property here contemplated, however much it may be 
property in a technical sense. It is pleasing to note that the court 
found justification for the above ruling in the fact that an opposite 
construction would be hard upon solicitors; for considering the 
usual low price of easements, and the trouble of conveying them, 
they would rarely be sufliciently remunerated by the scale. 


IN THE RECENT CASE of Straker v. Reynolds (37 W. R. 879) a 


| divisional court had to consider the question of the jurisdiction to 


make an order upon third parties for discovery under R. 8. C., ord. 


| 37, r. 7, which rule is in the following terms :—‘“‘ The court or a 


of important points, arising on the Remuneration Order, came 


governed 


7D 
LLeé 


before Kay, J. Two of them appear to be by 
the reasons which guided the Court of Appeal in Field (33 
W. R. 553, 29 Ch. D. 608). Of these two the first related to 
business which had been completed before the 1st of January, 
1883, when the Order came into operation ; and Kay, J., pointed out 
that, whenever the actual business was done, nevertheless section 7 
of the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act was express, that “ 
as any General Order under this Act is in operation, the taxation 
of bills of costs of solicitors shall be regulated thereby.” In Je 
Field it was held that these words applied to cases of work com- 
menced before the Order came into force and completed aft 
that the difficulty which arose as to th 
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e solicitor’s right of election | with the most watchful jealousy.”’ 


judge may, in any cause or matter, at any stage of the proceedings, 
order the attendance of any person for the purpose of producing 
any writings or other documents named in the order which the 
court or judge may think fit to be produced: Provided that no 
person shall be compelled to produce under any such order any 
writing or other document which he could not be compelled to pro- 
duce at the hearing or trial.” It may be remembered that in Central 
News Co. v. Eastern Telegraph Oo. (32 W. R. 493) Lord Cotenince 
expressed an opinion that this rule gave the court power to order 
production by third parties, but he thought that no case had been 
made out for the exercise of such jurisdiction, which was “ capable 
of being applied in furtherance of the most oppressive and inquisi- 


er, and | torial proceedings,” and any such application ‘should be granted 


In Straker vy. Reynolds 
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the plaintiffs appealed against the refusal by a judge at 
chambers of an application for leave to inspect the books of 
certain contractors, who were not parties to the action, and 
for an order for the production of such books at the office of 
the plaintiffs’ solicitor. It was urged on their behalf that 
the latter part of the rule indicated an intention of giving 
a right of discovery as against third parties of all documents 
the production of which could have been enforced at the trial by 
means of a subpena duces tecum, but the court dismissed the 
appeal. Mr. Baron Huppieston thought that, though the attend- 
ance of the third parties with their books might have been ordered, 
there was no power to compel them to produce their books for 
inspection at the office of the solicitor of either party. Mr. Justice 
Witts pointed out that the rule only rendered documents in the 
possession of witnesses examined before the trial liable to produc- 
tion in the same manner as documents in the hands of witnesses 
called at the trial. No doubt the Lord Chief Justice had, in 
Central News Co. v. Eastern Telegraph Co., indicated an opinion 





that the rule gave the same right of discovery against third parties 
as against parties to the action, but he had, at the same time, 
pointed out the necessity for a cautious exercise of this jurisdiction, 
if it existed. The learned judge accordingly construed the rule 
strictly, as allowing only the production of documents fur the pur 
pose of a preliminary examination of witnesses before the trial, 
and not as rendering third parties liable to make discovery. 


In ovr rvpression of last week we expressed a doubt as to 
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whether the Masters of the Queen’s Bench Division still retained 
the power which, prior to the County Courts Act, 1888, they | 
undoubtedly possessed, of remitting actions from the High Court | 
to the county courts. Should the point ever be raised it is not, 
however, improbable that the power of the masters to remit will 
be upheld, upon the ground that section 67 of the Judicature Act, 
1873, whereby the remitting sections (sections 7 and 10) of the 
now repealed County Courts Act, 1867, are made applicable to 
High Court actions, must now be construed to refer to the corre- 
sponding enactments (/.¢., sections 65 and 66) of the County 





Courts Act, 1888. For the last-named Act, by section 188, sub- 
section 3, provides as follows: ‘“‘ Any enactment or document re- | 
ferring to any Act or enactment hereby repealed shall be construed | 
to refer to this Act, or fo the corresnonding enactment in this Act.” | 
That the courts will be glad to adopt the construction suggested as | 
a way out of the difficulty may be predicted with confidence. For | 
it can hardly be supposed that the Legislature intended the County 
Courts Act, 1888, to curtail the powers of the Masters of the 
Queen’s Bench Division. 





SOLICITORS’ BUSINESS IN CONNECTION WITH A 
SALE BY AUCTION WHERE THE AUCTIONEER IS 
PAID BY THE CLIENT. 

Iy the recent cases of Vewbould v. Bailward and Parker v. Blenk- 
horn (ante, p. 94) the House of Lords reversed the decisions of the 
Court of Appeal and re-established the authority of that of Norrn, J., 
in Re Faulkner (36 W.R. 59, 36 Ch. D. 569). This was to the 
effect that, where a solicitor, by reason of his client paying a 
commission to the auctioneer, is debarred by rule 1! in Part I. of 
Schedule I. to the Remuneration Order from receiving the scale 
fee for conducting a sale of property by public auction, he is never- 
theless entitled to be paid for work actuelly done according to the 
old system as regulated by schedule II. It may be useful there- 
fore to state generally what were the items charged in the bills of 
costs in those cases, which had been originally disallowed, but 
which were subsequently restored by the judgment in the House 
of Lords. Of course there was no attempt mace then to go into 
the particular items, and to say that each was properly charged, 
but such an account of them as we now propose to give may be a 
useful guide in drawing bills of costs in similar cases. Had there 
been any particular class of costs which was not properly charged 
attention would certainly have been drawn to it. The House 
of Lords had the actual bills before them, and in contenting them- 
selves with giving a sanction to these as a whole, they may be 
assumed to haye, at any rate to this extent, sanctioned the particu- 
lar items. 





B45 _ 


In Newdould’s case the owner of land in Gloucestershire 
desired to sell it. His solicitor, Mr. Newsovip, advised as to its 
value, and that the best way of disposing of it would be by public 
auction. But the owner preferred to try private contract, and two 
portions were sold in this manner for about £2,000. This was in 
the beginning of 1886. In March of that year the owner decided 
to sell the remainder by auction ; he selected his auctioneers, and 
settled their fee. He insisted also that the sale should take 
place in a fortnight, and this entailed extra exertion on tre part of 
Mr. Newnovxp in supplying particulars and assisting the auctioneers. 
At the end of the month the auction took place, and the rest of the 
property was sold in fourteen lots for about £4,000. The contracts 
were signed by Mr. Newnov.p, who, by the owner’s instructions, 
attended the sale and received the deposits. The titles were sub- 
sequently deduced and the conveyances completed. The bill of 
costs was delivered in December, and raised various questions with 
which we are not now concerned. It is sufficient to say that in 
addition to charges for deducing title and perusing and completing 
conveyances, it contained detailed items relating to the negotia- 
tions and the business preliminary to the auction, as well as one 
for attendance at the auction. The scale fees were, of course, also 
charged for negotiating the sale of, and Ceducing the title to, the 
two portions sold by private contract. On taxation, the master 
disallowed the whole of the preliminary costs, as well as the fee 
for attending the sale, and it is these which were restored by the 
House of Lords. 

The items were fifty-five in number. Some were incurred 
before it had been determined to sell by auction, and consisted 
chiefly of charges for letters written to persons who were 
making offers for the property, and letters to the vendor in relation 





| thereto, and to incidental matters. There were also charges for 


three journeys (two of ten guineas each and one of five guineas) 
stated to have been undertaken at the request of the vendor. 
It may be uscful to mention also the charges for attendance on 
the valuer, for perusing his valuation, and for correspondence with 
the vendor as to prices. After the sale by auction had been 
resolved on, and the auctioneers engaged, the business was naturally 
carried on chietly with them. Accordingly charges were made for at- 
tendances on them, for letters to them, and for assistance rendered 
them in preparingthe description and plan of the property. At the 
same time Mr. Newnov.p retained the general management of the 
matter. He perused the posters, drew the list of reserved prices, 
and prepared the particulars. The items for these last include 
£2 2s. for instructions, £2 for drawing, and various charges for 
printing and forwarding them to the auctioneers. Charges were 
also made for writing to and attending various persons on the 
business, and finally a fee of £12 12s was charged for journey to 
the sale. Two further items were for journeys stated to have 
been undertaken, like those mentioned above, at the request of the 
vendor. It will thus be seen that the list includes generally all 
the work which a solicitor ordinarily has to do who tries to nego- 
tiate for the sale of property by private contract, and subsequently 
superintends its sale by auction. 

The case of Parker v. Blenkkorn was somewhat more compli- 
cated. Messrs. Parker acted for a first mortgagee who was 
exercising her power of sale, and who had to account for the 
proceeds with a second mortgagee. They, with the first mortgagee, 
were joint appellants to the House of Lords, and the second mort- 
gagee was the respondent. The property in mortgage included 
ironworks and cottages at Huddersfield, and the mortgagors were a 
company who, previous to the sale, had ceased to carry on business. 
The interest on the mortgage was-guaranteed by six persons, and 
this was paid down to May, 1886; but in that month it fell into 
arrear, and in July the power of sale arose. When it had been 
resolved to exercise this, Messrs. Panxrr wrote to Mesers. Broox & 
Co., their agentsin Huddersfield, and at their suggestion instructed 
Messrs. Trxxer, a local firm of auctioneers, to conduct the 
sale. It was arranged that their fee was to be fifteen 
guineas, exclusive of expenses. The auction took place in 
the following July, and was attended by members both of Mersrs. 
Panken’s and Messrs. Broox’s firms. This attendance was stated 
to be for the purpose of arranging as to the reserve price and 
other matters, and of receiving the deposit if the property should 
be sold. It was sold, and realized £4,600. In the account 
subsequently rendered by the mortgagee of this sum there were 
included the bills of Mesers. Panxer, of Meesrs. Broox, and of 





the auctioneer. The last was £59, and included their fee of 
fifteen guineas. The two others amounted to £115 and £11 odd 
respectively. f some £200 


The result was that only a balance of 
remained to satisfy the second mortgage, which was for £1,000, 


and a taxation of these last two bills was accordingly required. | 
Parker, which com- | 


It will be sufficient to notice that of Messrs. 
menced with charges in respect of calling in the mortgage money 
and insuring the property. These, of course, were allowed. There 
was also the scale fee of £43 for deducing title and completing 
the conveyance. But between these there were a number of items 


relating to work done in connection with the sale, and which made | 


up the greater part of the £30 taxed off by the taxing master. As 
it is to these that the House of Lords has given its sanction, we 
shall shortly indicate their nature, as in the previous case. They 


were thirty in number. The first eleven related to matters previous | 


to the time when the sale by auction had been resolved on; the 
rest were subsequent. As to the former, they were such as would 
be expected in the case of a mortgagee living at a distance, who 
was considering the advisability of a sale. A copy of the mortgage 


was cupplied to the local solicitors, and information as to the | 
Their advice 


property and machinery was obtained from them. 
was asked as to suitable auctioneers, and when Messrs. Tivker had 
been nominated, these latter in turn were instructed to inspect 
the property and to report as to the advisability of selling it, 
and also as to the mode of dealing with various existing 
tenancies at will. To assist them, a tracing of the plan on 
the mortgage deed was made and forwarded to them. Then 
they were asked to name their terms for putting the property up 
to auction. The charges in respect of all this work were dis- 
allowed by the taxing master, and restored by the House of Lords. 
Subsequently to the determination to sell, the work done by 
Messrs. Parker was very similar to that in Newhould’s cuse, and 
related almost entirely to arrangements between them and the 
auctioneers. The latter prepared the draft advertisement and 
draft particulars, but Messrs. Parker perused and approved them. 
They also charged for attending counsel in reference to the par- 
ticulars. Special consideration was required as to leaving part of 
the purchase-money on mortgage, and for the letters as to this and as 
to a new road, to be shewn on the plan, charges were made. The 
only remaining charge was one of fifteen guineas for the journey 
to Huddersfield, for considering various incidental questions 
relating to the property, and for attending the sale, the whole 
involving an absence of three days. Apparently all these were 
allowed by the House of Lords. 

The same conclusion may therefore be drawn from both of these 
cases. Where an auctioneer is employed by the client, a solicitor 
may properly charge for all work which he does in obtaining 
information as to the property and advising his client as to the sale of 
it, and for all letters written in connection therewith, or in relation 
to preliminary attempts to sell by private treaty. When a sale 
by auction has been decided on, and the auctioneer selected, then 
the solicitor is still justified in retaining the general management 
of the sale, and in making his proper charges relating thereto; in 
other words, he superintends the advertisements and particulars, 


he arranges incidental questions arising as to the course of the | 


business, and he attends the sale to give such advice as may be 
necessary, and to receive the deposit. Such, at least, appears to be 
the result of the judgment of the House of Lords in sanctioning the 
actual charges made in these two cases. 


The Commissioners for Oaths Bill was read a second time on Monday. 


The Philadelpbia correspondent of the Zimes announces the death of 
we Justice Stanley Matthews, a member of the United States Supreme 
ourt. 


The Central Law Journal says that two judges at General Term having 
given opposing opinions on a matter of slight importance, the question 
was settled by Judge ’s quietly stating, ‘‘ I agree with my brother A. 
for the reasons given by my brother B.” 


The Board of Trade have extended the period within which objections 
may be lodged against the classifications of merchandise traffic and 
schedules of mazimum rates and charges submitted by the various railway 
Companies under the provisions of the Railway and Canal Traffic Act, 
1358, to June 3 next, before which date all objections against the proposed 
cla-sifications of merchandise traffic and schedules of maximum rates and 
charges should be transmitted to the Board of Trade. 
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| 
THE INTERPRETATION OF THE MARRIED WOMEN’S 
PROPERTY ACT, 1882. 
VIII. 
SUING AND BEING SUED. 

| The Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, provides (section 1 (2) ) 
| that a married woman may sue or be sued in contract, tort, or otherwise 
as a feime sole; her husband need not be joined with her or made a 
| party to any action brought by or against her; and damages or costs 
recovered by her are her separate property, while those recovered 
against her are payable out of her separate property, and not other- 
wise. Sections 12, 13, 15, and 16 also deal with a married woman’s 
| powers of suing and liability to be sued. Some of the provisions of 
| those sections have already been referred to by us when discussing 
contracts made by a wife before marriage, and some will be referred 
to later on, but it would take up too much space to set them out in 
| full. Section 17 also provides for the decision in a summary way of 
| questions between husband and wife as to the title to or possession of 

property ; and under it an inquiry may be directed, to be made by 
| the registrar, as to the property in dispute: Phillips v. Puillips 
(37 W. BR. 224, 13 P. D. 220). 

The Act of 1882 is retrospective as to procedure : 
, (iloucestershire Banking Co. v. Ph illip 
2 Q. B. D. 533). 

The power of suing is limited to actions relating to the married 
| woman personally, and does not authorize her to act as a next friend, 
| or guardian ad litem: Re Duke of Somerset (35 W. R. 273, 34 Ch. D. 

165); in fact the provision that she may sue and be sued in all 

respects as a feme sole applies only to procedure, except with reference 
to contracts made during coverture: Butler v. Butler (54 W. R. 152, 
14 Q. B. D. 837). 
A married woman has not merely the right to protect herself 
against acts of aggression committed since 1882; she can also bring 
an action in her own name in respect of an infringement of rights 
given her by the Act of 1870 which has occurred before 1883: 
Weldon v. Winslow (33 W. R. 219, 13 Q. B. D. 784). She can there- 
fore sue for a trespass on her separate property committed by a 
person before 1883, even when the trespass has been committed 
at the instigation of her husband: Weldon v. De Bathe 
| W. R. 328, 14 Q. B. D. 339). She is entitled to an injunction to 
} restrain her husband from interfering with her separate property, 
| whether arising under the Act or not; but it is doubtful whether the 

mere entry of the husband into the wife’s house for the purpose of 

living there could be prevented by her: Symonds v. Hallett (32 W. R. 

103, 24 Ch. D. 346), Weldon v. De Bathe (ubi sup.). 

Judgment against married woiman.—The proper form of judgment 
against a married woman has been settled by the Court of Appeal: 
Scott v. Morley (36 W. R. 67, 20 Q. B. D. 120). The amount recovered 
against her, and costs, are to be payable out of her separate property, 
and not otherwise; and execution on the judgment should be 
expressed to be limited to the separate property which she is not 
restrained from anticipating; unless liable to execution, under section 

| 19, notwithstanding such restraint. 

Judgment in the above form may be signed against a married 
woman under order 14 : Perks v. Mylrea (W. N., 1884, p. 64), Bursill v. 
Tanner (32 W. R. 827, 13 Q. B. D. 691). If the contract sued upon 
was made before marriage, and, presumably, if it was made after 
1882 even during coverture, there is no need to prove the existence 
of separaie property at the time of the judgment: Downe v. Fletcher 
(36 W. R, 694, 21 Q. B. D. 11). 

Judgment cannot, however, be given against a married woman upon 
motion in default of a defence under ord. 27, r. 11, unless the state- 
ment of claim alleges that she has separate estate: Tetley v. (iriffeth 
(36 W. R. 96). The reason for this decision was that, unless the 
married woman has separate estate, she cannot contract ; and therefore 
it seems to us that possession of separate property at the date of the 
contract, and not at the time of bringing the action, is what ought to 
be alleged. The possession of separate property at the time of action 
| can only be material when the debt was incurred before 1883—i.e., 

before after-acquired property was liable to satisfy it; if it was in- 
| curred after 1882 execution may issue under the judgment against 
| all the woman’s separate property, whether it exists at the time of 
| the judgment or is acquired after it. Having regard to the above 
decision, it would, however, appear the safer course, when possible, 
to allege in the pleadings the possession of separate property by the 
| defendant at both times. 
| A writ of sequestration issued against a married woman need not 
be in form limited to the separate estate which she is restrained from 
anticipating ; and the practice in the Divorce Court has always been 
to make the order in a general form: Hyde v. Hyde (36 W. R. 708, 
13 P. D. 166), Cotton, L.J., in deciding what the sequestrator 
can seize under the order, carefully refrained from discussing 
what would have been done if the married woman had had no separate 
property free from the restraint on anticipation. In Hyde v. Hyde 
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—— : : serecerannneene 
there were arrears of separate income, which, having become due, 
were freed from the restraint. It was held that those arrears could 
be seized. but that the sequestrator could not enforce pay- 
ment to him of future income. It seems very unlikely that the 
decision would have been different even if the married woman had 
had no property free from the restraint. 

The case of Scott v. Morley (836 W. R. 67, 20 Q. B. D. 120), already 
discussed, ante, p. 296, shews that there is no power to commit a 
married woman for default in payment of instalments of a judgment 
debt under section 5 of the Debtors Act, 1869, if the judgment was 
recoverable only by virtue of section 1, sub-section (2, of the 
Married Women’s Property Act, 1882; and we have ventured to 
express an opinion that a married woman cannot now be committed 
in any case under the Debtors Act. It only remains to add that it 
has been held that an order for payment of instalments under the 
Debtors Act can never be made against a married woman who is 
restrained from anticipation, when the restraint is not avoided by 
section 19 of the Married Women’s Property Act: Meager v. Pellew 
(33 W. R. 573, 14 Q. B. D. 973). It was left undecided in that case 
whether an order for payment by instalments could be made if the 
woman had received any money since the date of the judgment The 
eases of Draycott v. Harrison (34 W. R. 546,17 Q. B. D. 147), and 
Morgan v. Eyre (20 L. R. Ir. 541) shew that such an order cannot be 
made egainst the woman herself; nor can her trustees be ordered to 
pay the income of the trust fund to the creditor: Chapman v. Biygs 
(11 Q. B. D. 27), for ord. 45, r. 1, only authorizes the making of a 
garnishee order when the judgment is one available for all purposes. 

Receiver.—The court can appoint a receiver of a married woman’s 
separate property which she is not restrained from anticipating: J? 





Peace and Waller (31 W. R. 899, 24 Ch. D. 405), Perks v. Mylrea 
(W. N., 1884, p. 64) , | 
A fidavit of documents.—An affidavit of documents by a husband and | 
wife suing or being sued together must state what documents “ they | 
or either of them ” have. It is not enough to say, ‘‘ We have no deed,” | 
&e., for either of them may have separate possession of a deed: | 
Fendall v. O'Connell (33 W. R. 619, 29 Ch. D. 899). 
Partition oction.—Even before the Act of 18S2 a married woman 
could request a sale instead of a partition in a partition action, | 
without a next friend : Grange v. White (29 W. R. 713, 18 Ch. D. 612). 

Actions between husband and wife —A husband cannot sue his wife | 
in respe: t of a debt incurred by her to him before marriage: Butler v. | 
Butler (14 Q. B. D. 831). But he can sue her, and she can sue him, | 
upon any contract, express or implied, entered into after marriage, | 
and intended to bind the wife’s separate estate; and this has been 
the law ever since a married woman was permitted to have separate 
estate : 8. c. (34 W. R. 132, 14 Q. B. D. 831, 16 Q. B. D. 374). 

The power of a married woman to sue in contract and tort given 
by the recent Act extends to actions brought by her against her hus- 
band, but she can only sue her husband for a tort when the action is | 
necessary for the protection of her separate property (section 12), | 
There is no corresponding right given to the husband to sue his wife 
for a tort committed against him. 

By the Married Women’s (Maintenance in Case of Desertion) Act, 
1886 (49 & 50 Vict. c. 52), a married woman who has been deserted | 
by her husband may summon him before justices to obtain alimony. 

Criminal Proceedings.—A married woman may take criminal pro- 
ceedings for the security of her separate property (section 12) ; 
but she has no right to proceed criminally except for the protection 
of her separate property—e.g., she cannot take criminal proceedings 
for a personal libel, unless it has the further effect of putting her 
separate property in danger: 2g. v. Lord Mayor of London (34 W. R. 
544, 16 Q. B. D. 772) 

Before the Act of 1870 a husband could not prosecute his wife 
criminally, nor a wife her husband, except for personal injuries effected 
by violence; and the only addition made by the recent Acts to the 
capacity of husband and wife to take criminal proceedings against each 
other, is that the wife may now proceed criminally against her hus- 
band for the protection of her separate property if they are not living 
together. Even if they are living apart, the wife cannot take action 
criminally in respect of any act of the husband, concerning property 
claimed by the wife, done while they were living together, unless he 
took it from her when deserting or about to desert her (section 12): 


respectively shall be competent and admissible witnesses, and except 
when defendant, compellable to give evidence.” 


CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE ANTI-SOLICITOR NOTICE. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—We enclose you correspondence which our firm has had with 
Mr. W. H. Smith, M.P., and also a copy of the protest therein 
referred to, which was signed by nearly 200 firms of solicitors in the 
Strand Division. 

You will see that the officials at the Land Registry Office have 
been summarily checked in their attempts to obtain work for the 
registry at the expense of the profession, and that the official notices 
sent out (to which you very justly took exception) have been 
destroyed, and their further issue to the public completely stopped. 

Surely nothing further is needed to shew how absolutely unjust 
the conduct of the Land Registry officials (for which the Lord 
Chancellor cannot escape responsibility) has been, and also how 
much a little energy on the part of the profession can accomplish 

MILNE & MILNE. 

14, Clement’s-inn, London, W.C , March 27. 

The following is the correspondence referred to :— 

‘* 14, Clement’s-inn, London, W.C., 
‘© 19th March, 1889, 

‘* Sir,—We beg to enclose you a protest in connection with the 
notice in the Land Registry to which your attention has already been 
called, and which has been signed by a large majority of the leading 
firms and individual solicitors in the Strand Division, and we would 
venture to ask you, on behalf of every member of the profession in 
your division, to see the Lord Chancellor and obtain an assurance 
from him that he will give instructions for the removal of this notice, 
more especially as he has already intimated that he was not consulted 
before it was put up. 

“The feeling that has been aroused among solicitors in London by 
this notice is exceedingly strong, but in the provinces the irritation 
which it has caused is even greater, and we hope, therefore, that you 
will be so kind as to use your influence on behalf of a very influential 
and important body of your constituents.—We are, Sir, your obedient 
servants, “MILNE & MILNE, 

‘“‘The Right Hon. W. H. Smith, M.P.” 


The protest enclosed is to the following effect :— 


‘We, the undersigned, solicitors practising in and having votes for 
the Strand Division of the metropolis, hereby beg to call your atten- 
tion to, and to protest strongly against, the notice now posted at the 
Land Registry Office, which we consider casts a slur on a great pro- 
fession, and is calculated to give a wrong impression to the general 

nublic.” 
. *©10, Downing-street, Whitehall, 
‘© 20th March, 1889. 

«‘Gentlemen,—I am desired by Mr. W. H. Smith to acknowledge 
the receipt of your letter of the 19th inst. and the protest enclosed, 
relative to the notice in the Land Registry Office, and I am to say 
that Mr. Smith has again brought the matter before the Lord Chan- 
cellor for his consideration.—I remain, Gentlemen, your obedient 
servant, “ C, J. MANDER. 

‘“‘ Messrs. Milne & Milne.” 

“© 14, Clement’s-inn, Loadon, W.C , 
** 20th March, 1889. 

“« Sir,—We are in receipt of your letter, and are much obliged for 
the trouble you are taking in connection with the notice at the Land 
Registry, and we await a further communication from you in due 
course.—We are, Sir, your obedient servants, 

‘© MItnE & MILNE. 

‘‘The Right Hon, W. H. Smith, M.P.” 

‘©10, Downing-street, Whitehall, 
‘© 23rd March, 1889. 
“‘ Gentlemen,—Mr. Smith desires me to say that he has received a 





Reg. ¥. Lord Mayor of London (ubi sup.). A converse provision with 
regard to criminal proceedings by the husband against the wife is 
contained in section 16. 

Section 12 enables a busband and wife to give evidence against each 
other in proceedings under it. ‘‘ Proceedings under this section ” 
would mean, strictly, only proceedings taken by the wife against the 
husband; and it was at first doubtful whether it was intended to 
admit such evidence in proceedings by the husband against the wife 
under section 16: Peg. v. Brittleton (32 W. R. 463, 12 Q. B. D. 266). 
This doubt has now been set at rest by the Married Women’s Pro- 
perty Act, 1884 (47 Vict. c. 14), which provides that, ‘‘ In any such 
criminal proceeding against a husband or a wife as is authorized by 
the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, the husband and wife 


further reply from the Lord Chancellor’s secretary relative to the 
| notice in the Land Registry Office. The reply is to the following 
| effect :—‘The Lord Chancellor desires me to convey to Mr. Smith 
| the result of my inquiry, made at his lordship’s bidding, as to the 
| notice which Messrs, Milne, no doubt, refer to when they speak in 
| the memorial of “‘ the notice now posted at the Land Registry.” The 
| notice is not now posted and never has been posted at the Land 
Registry ; and smce a date anterior to the Ist of March has not 
been issued at the Land Registry. The Lord Chancellor having, 
after his attention had been called to it by Mr. Smith, expressed his 
disapproval of the notice, the registrar immediately directed its entire 
withdrawal and tore up such copies as still remained obtainable by 


the public.’ 








‘*Mr. Smith trusts that the action that has now been taken in the 
matter will be satisfactory to yours and other firms of solicitors who 


signed the memorial.—I remain, Geutlemen, your obedient servant, | 


‘* Messrs. Milne & Milne.” “°C. J. MANDER. 
‘© 14, Clement’s-inn, London, W.C., 
6¢ 95th March, 1889. 

‘* Sir, — We are very much obliged for all the trouble you have taken 
on behalf of your legal constituents, and we beg to thank you cn 
behalf of all those who signed the protest for the courtesy you have 
shewn them. 

‘The letter which we have this morning received will, we feel 


sure, be considered satisfactory, and unless we hear from you to the | 


contrary we propose to publish the correspondence.—We are, Sir, 
your obedient servants, ** MILNE & MILNE. 

‘The Right Hon. W. H. Smith, M.P.”’ 

‘*10, Downing-street, Whitehall, 
*©26th March, 1889. 

‘‘Gentlemen,—In answer to your letter of the 25th inst, I am 
desired by Mr. W. H. Smith to say that he has no objection to the 
publication of the correspondence relative to the Land Registry 
notice.—I remain, Gentlemen, your obedient servant, 

‘* Messrs. Milne & Milne.” “°C, J. MANDER. 


THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY’S LECTURES AND 
CLASSES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. 

Sir,—I beg to make a protest in reference to the lectures and law 
classes of the Incorporated Law Society for 1888-9, as set forth in 
their prospectus, 

These lectures and classes were instituted chiefly for the benefit of 
articled clerks and law students preparing for their examinations, 
and therefore should. I submit (tc be of practical use), be fairly 
comprehensive in their scope. As may be seen from the prospectus, 
they are divided into three parts, which respectively deal with con- 
veyancing, common law, and equity. Two, at least, of these three 
divisions are devoted to comparatively small portions of the law on 
the whole subject. The lectures and classes (each nine in number) 
on common law deal only with the law of evidence; and those on 
equity are exclusively upon the subject of specific performance. 


I venture to say that all that is necessary for a student (preparing, | 
i J \prey g 


7 


say, for the Solicitors’ Final Examination) to know on these two 
heads of law could be learnt in two or three weeks from any of the 
standard text-books, 


The result is, that articled clerks are not disposed to attend these 


lectures and classes, when they can, in less time and at much less 
expense, acquire elsewhere all that they would learn from them. 
] 


le 
. { 
I may mention that last year the lectures and classes were of a 


much wider range. AN ARTICLED CLERK, 


THE LONDON CHAMBER OF COMMERCE AND THE 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY, 

At the annual meeting of the London Chamber of Commerce held on 

the 20th inst., Sir John Lubbock, Bart., M.P., in the chair, the annual 


report, which had been printed and distributed among the members | 


(numbering nearly 3,000) was discussed. The report contained the 
following paragraph :—‘‘ Your council has been addressed with regard to 
the growing delays which occur in the trial of common law cases. Zi: 
prejudice suffered from these has been, admitted‘y, so considerable that at last even 
the law societies have taken up the matter, and, rather to surprise of lay- 
men, have advocated the cause of reform and accelerated procedure. Your 
council, when the disadvantages of the delays were originally brought 
before them, decided first to consult the solicitors who were members of 
the chamber as to the best course of action to adopt, and were guided 
by the advice given—viz., to write to the Lord Chancellor on the subject. 
It was after this step was taken that it transpired that the Incorporated 
Law Society and the Bar Committee were both working in the same 
direction. It is satisfactory now to be able to report that the evil of the 
delays are recognized, and that re arrangements of trials and rotations of 
judges are being made, which, it is believed, will produce a satisfactory 
remedy.’’ The chairman having proposed the adoption of the report, 
Mr. I’. K. Munton moved to expunge the sentence which we have given 
in italics as above, on the ground that it was a needless reflection on the 
Law Society and was based upon a misapprehension of the facts. He | 
said that, although only a new member of the chamber, he was an old 
member of the Law Society, and the active and successful measures taken 
by that body in relation to the sittings of the Law Courts wer initiated 
long before the Chamber of Commerce in any way intervened. He 





suggested that it would be desirable in the future that the chamber should 
put itself in communication with the Law Society before t aking measures 
in a matter peculiarly within their province, he being sure that the 
society and the chamber were quite at one, and he thought that con- 
certed action was not only desirable but proper. Sir John Lubbock | 
conceded that Mr. Munton’s objection ought to be accepted, and in the | 
result the report was adopted expunging the words in question, 
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CASES OF THE WEEK.* 
Court of Appeal, 


BROCK WELL v. BULLOCK AND ANOTHER—No. 1, 21st March. 


Lunacy—Costs at THE Inqurstrrion—Action acatnst LunaticmLunacy 
Recvuration Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vict. c. 86), 8. 11. 


Action in the Brompton County Court against a lunatic by a medical 
man to recover fees. On the 27th of September, 1836, a petition was pre- 
sented for an inquiry as to the sanity of the defendant Bullock. On the 
20th of October the solicitor acting for Bullock employed the plaintiff to 
examine him, and the plaintiff attended the inquiry to give evidence. On 
the 7th of December Bullock was found by inquisition to be of unsound 
| mind, and a committee of his estate was appointed. The plaintiff, not 

being paid for his services, brought this action against the lunatic and his 

committee. The county court judge held that the action was not main. 
tainable until an order had been obtained under section 11 of the Lunacy 

Regulation Act, 1862. In the Divisional Court this decision was affirmed 

by Lord Coleridge, O.J., Grantham, J., dissenting. Section 11 provides 

that “it shall be lawful for the Lord Chancellor . . . toorder the 
costs, charges, and expenses of and incidental to the presentation of any 
petition for a commission in the nature of a writ de lunatico inquirendo, and 
of and incidental to the prosecution of any inquiry, . . . orother pro- 
| ceeding consequent upon such commission or order, to be paid either by 
the party who shall have presented such petition, or by the party opposing, 
or out of the estate of the alleged lunatic, or partly in one way and 
| partly in another, as the Lord Chancellor shall in each case think 
roper.”’ ; 
Te gE Covrt (Lord Esirrr, M.R., and Fry and Lorzs, L.JJ.) allowed the 
appeal. Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the question came to this: Assuming 
the defendant was not a lunatic at the time the plaintiff's services were 
engaged, or assuming be was a lunatic but that the employment of the 
plaintiff was a necessary, was this action maintainable? Before the 
etatute of 1862 such an action was clearly maiutainable. In his opinion 
section 11 had not done away with the right of action either expressly or 
by implication. The section only enabled, and did not oblige, the Lord 
Chancellor to make the order. A person in the position of the plaintiff 
could not make an application, or be heard upou avy application under 
the section. That being so, it could not be said that the s2ction took away 
the right of action. It gave a cumulative and independent remedy. The 
case must therefore be sent back for trial upon the merits. Fry and 
Lorrs, LJJ., concurred. — Counset, Channell, Q.C., and Lindon ; 
Bosanguet, Q.C., and Cecil Chapman, Sourscitors, H. S. Holt; Official 
Solicitor. 


| Re THE LICENSED VICTUALLERS’ MUIUAL TRADING ASSOCIATION 
(LIM.)—No. 2, 25th March. 
Comrany—WINDING tUp—CoNTRIBUTORY—AGREEMENT TO ‘‘ UNDERWRITI 
SuarEs—* Discount ’?—Commission. 

The question in this case was the meaning of an agreement to “ under- 
write’’ shares of a company ata discount. On the 19th of March, 188s, 
Holloway & Co. wrote to the agent of the above company :—“‘ Referring 

to your favour of even date, copy of which we enclose, we hereby agree to 
| underwrite £10,000 A shares in the Licensed Victuallers’ Mutual Trading 
| Association (Limited) on the terms named therein. We further agree to 
| pay the application money upon any balance of shares required to make 
| up the 10,000 within one week’s date.’’ The letter of even date there 
referred to was written by the company’s agent to Holloway & Co., and 
| was as follows :—‘‘ Gentlemen,—In consideration of your underwriting 
| £10,000 A shares in the Licensed Victuallers’ Trading Association at 
fifteen per cent. discount, I, acting on behalf of the company, undertake 
that all applications which have been received up to the present time, or 
may be received within one week of the closing of the lists, shall be 
allotted in full from the said 10,000 shares underwritten by you.’’ On the 
14th of April, 1838, 8,555 shares in the company were allotted to Hollo- 
way & Co., and notice of allotment was sent to them. On the 23rd 
of May, 1888, a resolution for the voluntary winding up of the company 


” 


| was passed, and on the 16th of June, 1888, a supervision order was made, 


Chitty, J., held that Holloway & Co. were liable as contributories in respect 
of 10 000 shares. 
Tue Court (Corron, Linpiey, and Bowen, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision, 


| though they reduced the number of shares to 8,555. Oorron, L J., said 


that the evidence as to the meaning ‘‘ underwriting ”’ shewed that, in the 
event of the public not taking the whole of the shares, the ‘‘ under- 
writers ’’ would have to take an allotment of the shares remainiog unapplied 
for in the proportions in which they had subscribed. In his lordship's 
opinion that was the meaniag of the term ‘‘ underwriting’’ as used in the 
present traneaction. The meaning of the term ‘‘uncerwriting’’ was well 
known, and the appcllants were bound just as if the thing to be done had 
been fully set out in terms. It was said that there ought to have been 
some formal application made for allotment. But the postscript to the 
appellants’ letter of the 19th of March shewed that they treated the letter, 
not as a mere guarantee, but as an application for aUotment, and in his lord- 
ship’s opinion that 1 





e 
etter ought to be treated as an application to take the 
balance of the shares required to make up the 10,000. As regarded the 
expression ‘‘at a discount of fifteen per cent.’’ the evidence shewed that 
the expression ‘‘ discount’? was unusual in connection with ‘ under- 
writing,” but the evidence also shewed that a commission was paid on all 

* These cases are specially reported for the Soricirors’ JOURNAL by barristers 
appointed in the ditterent courts. 
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ehares whether taken by the public or by the underwriter himself. His 
lordship thought that, fairly construed, the words meant, not ‘‘ discount ”’ 
in the proper sense of the term, but merely commission; not a sum to be 
deducted from the nominal amount of the shares allotted, but a sum pay- 
able by way of commission in consideration of the “‘ underwrite ’’ having | 
entered into this contract. The contract was, therefore, not wlird vires. | 
Linviey, L.J., said that the result of the evidence was that ‘‘ undewriter”’ | 
did not mean ‘‘place,’’ but an agreement to ‘‘ underwrite”? was equiva- | 
lent to an agreement to take shares more or less in number. The expres- 
sion ‘‘at fifteen per cent. discount’? taken by itself was ambiguous; it 
might mean that the underwriter was to have shares issued to him paid 
up to the extent of fifteen per cent., or it might mean simply commission ; 
His lordship thought that the letters could not be construed as using the 
word ‘‘discount’’ in the former sense, and there was nothing in terms 
binding the company to issue shares at a discount, which would have been 
dtr vires. The true meaning was that the appellants were to receive a 
commission of fifteen per cent, and his lordship thought that that was the 
intention of both parties. Bowen, L.J., concurred.—Covnsen, Buckley, 
Q.C., and John Chester ; Napier Higgins, Q.C., Romer, Q.C., and 7. Eustace 
Smith, Soxrrcrrors, H. Butt; F. G. Gorton. 


Re BOURGOISE (INFANTS)—No. 2, 21st March. 


InrANT—GUARDIAN—JURISDICTION—CuILp or Natvralizep ForriGNer— 
QuaLirigeD CeErTiricArE or NATURALIZATION—NATURALIZATION ACT, 
1870. 


A question arose in this case as to the jurisdiction of the court to appoint 
a guardian of an infant child of a foreigner who bad obtained a qualified 
certificate of naturalization under the Naturalization Act, 1870 (33 Vict. 
c. 14). In 1861 Bourgoise, a Frenchman, came over to this countrv, and 
in 1871 he obtained from the Home Office a certificate of naturalization 
under the Naturalization Act, 1879, declaring that he was thereby natural- 
ized asa British subject, and that, upon taking the oath of allegiance, he 
rbould in the United Kingdom be entitled to all political and other rights, 
powers, and privileges, and be subject to all obligations to which a 
natural-born British subject was entitled or subject in the United King- 
dom, ‘‘ with this qualification—that he shall not, when within the limits of 
the foreign State of which he was asubject previously to his obtaining 
his certificate of naturalization, be deemed to be a British subject, unless 
he has ceased to be a subject of that State in pursuance of the laws thereof, 
or in pursuance of a treaty to that effect.’’ In 1879 Bourgoise married 
an English lady, and in 1880 he returned to France with his wife, aud 
until his death they resided there. There were two children of the mar- 
riage, both being born in France, their births being registered at the 
British Embassy at Paris. In October, 1586, Bourgoise died in France, 
having by his will, made in the French form, given tho residue of his 
property, half of which was in England and half in France, to his two 
children, His widow died in June, 1887. At aconseil de famille, held by 
the French relatives of the father, the paternal grandmother of the children 
was appointed their ¢utrice or guardian, and W. J. Johns, who was a son 
of their mother by her first marriage, was appointed swbrog? tuteur, or 
counter-guardian to represent the interests of the infants. A summons 
was taken out by Johns, who was resident in Liverpool, asking that he might 
be appointed guardian of the persons and estates of the infants during 
their respective minorities or until further order. The main question was 
whether the court had jurisdiction to entertain the application. An advo- 
cate practising in Paris deposed that, by the French be, any qualification 
such as that which was inserted in the above certificate rendered naturali- 
zation only partial and incomplete, and did not deprive a Frenchman of 
his nationality ; and that, by a decree made by Napoleon I. in 1811, no 
Frenchman could be naturalized in a foreign country without the French 
Imperial authority. Another French advocate deposed that, in his 
opinion, the law on the subject was governed by article 17 of the Code 
Civile, which says :—‘‘ La qualité de Francais se perdra (1) par la natu- 
ralisation acquise en piys ¢tranger’’ ; that the decree of Napoleon I. was 
made at atime when the State was simply a military organization and 
with a purely military object, and did not in the least conflict with article 
17 of the Code Civile ; and, moreover, that the decree was illegal, as having 
been made in excess of the Emperor’s powers. Kay, J., was of opinion | 
that, according to the qualification in the certificate of naturalization, 
Bourgoise was at the moment of his death a French subject, that 
therefore his children were also French subjects, and that consequently 
the court had no jurisdiction in the matter. 

Tuz Court (Corton, Lixpiey, and Bowen, L.JJ.) affirmed the order. 
Corton, L.J., said that the only point to be decided was whether the court 


able to grant a term as long as he had purported to grant by the under- 
lease. On the 19th of March, 1886, the defendants offered to let a house 
to the plaintiff for a term of twenty-one years from the 25th of March, 
1886 (determinable by notice at the end of seven or fourteen years). The 
plaintiff unconditionally accepted the offer. There was no agreement that 
compensation should be given by the defendants in case it should turn out 
that they could not grant a lease for so long a term, The plaintiff did 
not call on the defendants to produce their lease, and he did not see it. 


| On the 19th of April, 1886, the lease was granted accordingly. It con- 


tained a covenant by the defendants for quiet enjoyment ‘‘ without any 
lawful interruption, disturbance, or denial of, from, or by the lessore, or 
any person or persons rightfully claiming from or under the lessors.”’ 
The defendants held the house under a lease, and they executed the 
under-leasc to the plaintiff in the belief that their term had still thirty years 
torun. In fact it had only about fourteen years to run. In 1887, in con- 
sequence of negotiations for the purchase of the leasehold reversion by the 
plaintiff (which fell through), it was discovered that the defendants had a 
term of which only fourteen years were unexpired, «nd could not, therefore, 
grant an under-lease for twenty-one years. The plaintiff then demanded 
compensation from the defendants, and brought this action, claiming 
rectification of his leace with compensation. ‘lhe defendants had offered 
before action to rectify the lease at their own expense, but had refused 
compensation. Kekewich, J., dismissed the action. 

Tue Covrr (Corron, Linptey, and Bowen, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
They said that the plaintiff could have discovered the defect in the de- 
fendants’ title if he had called for the production of their lease. Though 
it was not usual to do this, the plaintiff might have done so if he had 
chosen to doit. Besley v. Besley (9 Ch. D. 103) was an authority that under 
such circumstances there was no right to compensation. It had been 
contended that Besley v. Besley was disapproved by the Court of Appeal m 
Palmer v. Johnson (13 Q. B. D. 351), and that Re Turner and Skelton (13 
Ch. D. 13U), which was there approved, governed the present case. In 
the latter case there was an express stipulation for compensation in the 
event of error or misstatement, and it was held that, the defect being one 
which the purchaser could rot have discovered before conveyance, he was 
entitled to compensation notwithstanding the conveyance tohim. Besley 
v. Besley was not, therefore, overruled by Palmer v. Johnson, except so far as 
it decided that compensation for misdescription could in no case be given 
after conveyance. In Besley v. Besley there was no agreement for compen- 
sation; in Palmer v. Johnson there was such an agreement, and it was held 
that it was not put an end to by the conveyance.—CovnseL, Candy, Q.C., 
and MacConnell ; Cock, Q.C., and D. Jones. Soxtcrrors, Graham & Chater ; 
Allen § Edwards, 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re THE UNITED CLUB AND HOTEL CO. (LIM.)—Kay, J., 23rd March. 


Comrany—Winpinc vp —Creprror’s Prtirion — Dent Dve— Rent — 
Companies Act, 1862, ss. 80, 82, 158—ArrortionmMent Act, 1870, 8s. 
2, 3 
This was a winding-up petition, and the question was whether any debt 

was due by the company to the petitioner on which he could found a 

creditor’s petition. The petitioner was the lessor of the premises occu- 

pied by the company, and the alleged debt was the proportion of rent 
from the 25th of December, 1888, to the date of the presentation of the 
petition, although the quarter's rent would not be actually payable till 
the 25th of March, 1889. It was argued that the accruing rent was 

‘‘dne’? because under the Apportionment Act it accrued ‘* de die in diem.”’ 
Kay, J,, said that a landlord could not assert a claim for rent before the 

day on which it was due, The Apportionment Act had nothing to do 

with it; that Act was intended to divide between the persons who, by 
reason of death or assignment or otherwise, became entitled to portions of 
accruing rent or interest the amount of the accrued rent or interest when 
it became due, but the Act did not alter the due date in the least degree, 
or make the rent or interest become due earlier than it otherwise would. 

Petition dismissed with costs.—Counser, Ince, Q.C., and A. Young; 

Marten, Q.C., and Taldane; Theobald, Sorrcrrons, Last § Sons; C. ¢ S. 

Harrison § Co. ; Frere, Foster, § Co. 


DEVAS AND OTHERS v. THE EAST AND WEST INDIA DOCK C0O.—Chitty, 
J., 22nd March. 


Rarmway Companres Act, 1867, ss. 7, 9, 15—Scueme or ARRANGEMENT— 
ExecuTION—REsTRAINING PROCEEDINGS. 





ought to interfere with the guardians who had been appointed in France. 


Two questions had been argued—viz., what was the effect of the certifi- | 


cate of naturalization granted to Bourgoise, and whether, if there had 
been a complete naturalization, it would have made any difference. It was 
unnecessary to decide these questions now, for under the circumstances 
his lordship did not think it desirable for the court to interfere by 
appointing a guardian. There was no necessity to disturb what had been 
already done. Lixpizy and Bowen, L.JJ., gave judgment to the same 
effect.—Covunset, Benn ; Marten, Q.C., and Farwell. Soutcrrors, Dizon, 
Ward, § Co. ; Murray, Hutchins, § Stirling. 


CLAYSON v. LEECH—No. 2, 22nd March. 

VENDOR AND PcrcHaseER—DErFIcrIENcy InN Property PurciAseD—ComMPENsA- 
TION AFTER CONVEYANCE—LESSOR AND Lessre—MusTAkeE As TO EXTENT OF 
Lyssor’s INTEREST. 

The question in this case was, whether a sub-lessee was entitled to com- 
pensation from his immediate lessor, on the ground that that lessor was un- 


In this case, a reccivership order of the dock company’s undertaking 
having been made under the Railway Companies Act, 1867, and a scheme 
of arrangement having been filed under section 7 of the Act and duly 
advertised, motions were made on behalf of the company under section 9 

| to stay proceedings in certain actions by judgment creditors. One of the 
| judgment creditors had, before the filing of the scheme, served notice 
of motion for leave to issue execution. ; : 
Currry, J., said that the respondent in question would, notwithstanding, 
| be equally bound by the scheme if successfully carried through. The 
| object of the Act was that creditors of the same class should rank pari 
| pessw, that a multiplicity of actions and increase of costs should be 
| avoided, and that claims should be suspended with a view to making an 
arrangement feasible (Re Devon and Somerset Railway Co., 17 W. R. 133, 
L. R. 6 Eq. 610). Moreover, the scheme had been filed before the 
respondent had obtained leave to issue execution. He should therefore 
make an order as in the case cited, and the costs of the respondents 
would be added to their securities. —Counset, Latham, Q.0., and Howard 
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Wright; Finlay, QC., and Kenyon Parker; Romer, QC., and Kirby ; 


Arbuthnot. Sourcrrors, Freshfields & Williams; Woodhouse, Trower, 
Freeling, § Parkin ; Irvine & Hodges 


Re CAWLEY & CO. (LIM )—Chitty, J., 27th March. 
Comrany—Transrer to Escargs Lirantmiry—Rervsat or ReGistRaTION— 
Meretinc ory Dikecroks—Oxper or Business 

In this case a motion was made by a shareholder, who had executed a 
transfer of his shares, for a declaration that the company should have 
registered the transfer, and asking for rectification of the register 
accordingly. The applicant was a director as well as a shareholder, and, 
being aware of the imminence of a call, transferred a large number of his 
shares forasmallsum. Three days after executing the transfer he lodged 
it for registration at the company’s oflices, and after such lodgment, and 
on the same day, at a meeting of directors, it was decided to first proceed 
with a resolution calling up the remainder of the capital of the company, 
and then to take the business of the transfers, including that of the 
applicant, which had been presented for registration. The resolution was 
passed. The applicant submitted that as there was nothing irregular in 
the transfer he was entitled to registration immediately on presentment. 

Cuirty, J., said that the directors of the company were entitled to take 
the business of the meeting in the order which they thought best. The 
registration of transfers was not a purely ministerial act. The directors 
had, in respect of making calls, a fiduciary power, and might exercise it 
in their discretion before registration of the transfer: Gi/hert’s case (L. R. 
5 Ch. 559). The question in the present case was not one of directors’ 
bona fides, or of unnecessary delay. He held that the directors had acted 
within their powers, and dismissed the motion with costs.—CovnseEL, 
Romer, Q.C., and Maidlaw ; Maclean, Q.C., and C. B. McLaren. Souict- 
rons, Lickorish § Bellord; Blewitt & Tyler. 


Re ROPER (Deceased), MORRELL +. GISSING—Chitty, J., 21st March. 
Wiirr—Constrrection—Svurvivor—Peniop or SuRVIVORSHIP. 

In this case, shares in a fund having been given by a testator to several 
persons for life, with remainder to their children, and, in the event of any 
of them dying without issue, the shares of those so dying having been 
given to the survivors absolutely, and the last survivor having died 

h 


without issue, the question arose whether such last survivor took the | 


capital of his share absolutely. 

Cutty, J., differing from Le Corbett's Trusts (Wood, V.C.) (8 W. R. 257, 
Johns. 591), Re Mortimer, Griffiths v. Mortimer (Kay, J.) (33 W. R. 441), 
and Askew v. Askew (North, J ) (36 W. R. 620); and following Maden v. 
Taylor (Jessel, M.R 
(29 W. R. 912, 18 Ch. D. 217), held that, under such circumstances, 
the word ‘‘ survivors ’’ should be construed as identical with ‘‘ the longest 
livers,”’ and that the longest liver took his own share absolutely in the 


5 L. J. Ch. 569) and Davidscn v. npton (Fry, Fy 





March 30, 1889, 

Questions arose in this case as to the length of time which should be 
limited for creditors to come in and make their claims by the statutory 
advertisements issued by executors, and as to the newspapers in which 
the advertisements ought to be inserted. The defendant was the surviving 
executor of John Chapman, a testator who died in July, 1875, and whose 
estate had been long since distributed by his executors. John Chapman 
was the surviving trustee under the will of John Bracken, who died in 
1825. Bracken, by his will, devised some real estate on trust that after 
| the death of his wife it should be sold, and the proceeds divided between 
his two daughters, but, in case either should die before the fund was dis- 
| tributable, he willed that her issue should take their parent's shares. The 
| estate was sold in 1847, and the purchaseemoney was received by Chap- 
man, and was distributed by him among the persons whom he supposed to be 
entitled thereto. The plaintiff, who had pot received anything, now 
claimed to share in the fund, and sought to recover the amount which he 
claimed from the defendant as the surviving executor of Chapman. The 
lefendant said that the estate of Chapman had been long since fully 
administered by himself and his co-executors; that they had issued the 
proper statutory advertisements for creditors, and had then distributed the 
estate among the persons of whose claims they had notice. And the de- 
fendant relied on the protection given to executors by section 29 of Lord 
St. Leonards’ Act. Chapman was a small farmer in Lancashire; he 
had always resided in the same part of Lancashire, and had never been 
engaged in any other business. The advertisement was inserted in the 
three newspapers circulating in that part of the county (two of which were 
weekly papers and the other a bi-weekly paper), and in the London Gazette, 
| but not in any other London newspaper. The advertisement was in the 

ordinary form. It was dated the 16th of September, and it fixed a calendar 
month from its date as the time within which creditors were to give notice 
of their claims to the executors. The country papers in which it was in- 
serted were respectively published on the 17th, the 18th, and the 18th of 
| September, and it was inserted in the London Gazette of the 21st of Sep- 
tember. It was contended on behalf of the plaintiff that the advertise- 
ment ought to have been inserted in one or more London daily papers of 
large circulation, and also that, as the first publication was not till the 
17th, the notice, being less than a month, was not of sufficient length. It 
was also said that the advertisement ought to have been published more 
than once. Reliance was placed on some observations of Lord Romilly, 
M.R,in Wood v. Weightman (LR. 13 Eq. 414). 

Nortn, J., made inquiries as to the practice in chambers, and said that 
| a month was the length of notice usually given. But he held that there 
was no absolutely rigid rule, and that the Jength of notice in the present 
case was sufficient. And he held that, having regard to the testator’s 
| residence and employment, it was sufficient to insert the advertisement in 
the Gazette and the country papers, and that there was no necessity in such 
a case to advertise in a London daily paper. The executors were, there- 
fore, protected by the Act.—CotnseL, Colt; Gatey. Soxricirors, Warriner 
& Kinch ; Tahourdins § Hargreaves. 
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event of default of issue.—Covunse1, Maclean, Q.C., and P. B. Abraham ; | 


Whitehorne, Q.C., and Simmonds; Romer, Q.C., and Red» 
Souicrrons, Child & Norton ; Dubois, Reid, & Williams. 


MARSHAL! v. SCARBOROUGH AND WHITBY RAILWAY CO.—North, J., | 


26th March. 

Venpor’s Lizn ror Unram PurcuaskeMonry—Lanp TAKEN BY Ratt 
way Company—Action To Enroxce Lign—Foxkm JUDGMENT AT TRIAL 
—Costs or AWAR 
A question arose in this case as to the proper form of the judgment at 

the trial of an action to enforce the lien of a vendor for the unpaid pur- 

phase-money of land taken by a railway company for the purposes of 


their undertaking. The railway was completed and open for traffic. The | 


plaintiff, by his statement of claim, claimed a declaration that he was en- 
titled to a lien, and that, in default of payment by the company, the lien 
might be enforced by sale, or foreclosure and possession of the land, and 
that the company might be restrained from running their trains on the land, 
and from preventing the plaintiff from taking possession of the land. At 
the trial the plaintiff's counsel admitted, on the authority of Earl Ferrers 
v. Stafford and Uttoxeter Railway Co. (L. R. 13 Eq. 542), that the plaintiff 
was not entitled to a lien in respect of the costs of an award under the 
Land Clauses Consolidation Act, which fixed the amount of the purchase- 
money, and that the Jien must be limited to the unpaid purchase-money 
and the costs of the action. And they asked that the judgment, after 
declaring the lien, might give the plaintiff liberty, in default of payment 
by the company, to apply for an injunction restraining the company 
from running their trains over the land. lt was said that the land was | 
unsaleable, and that the plaintiff ought to be able at once in default of 
payment to enforce his lien by retaking possession of the land. 

Nortn, J., held that liberty to apply for an injunction ought not to be | 
given at present. And he gave judgment declaring the plaintiff entitled 
to a lien on the land for the unpaid purchase-money, with interest and 
the costs of the action. In default of payment by the defendants within 
a month the plaintiffs were to have liberty to apply at chambers to enforce 
the lien.—Counser, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Oswald; Napier Hiogims, 
Q.C., and Eastwick ; Hamlyn. Soxrcrrors, John Hill; Deacon, Gibson, & | 
Medcalf ; Williamson, Hill, & Co. 


Re BRACKEN, DOUGHTY v. TOWNSON—North, J., 22nd March. 
Pa icricE—ADMINISTRATIONSTATUTORY ADVERTISEMENTS FOR CrEDITORS— 
LenctH or Time Limirep ror Creprrors to Come in—NEWSPAPERS IN 


WHICH ADVERTISEMENTS SHOULD HE InsertRp—Lrantuiry or Execvror 
AFTER Distxreution or Hstate—22 & 23 Vicr. c. 35, s. 29—R, S. C., | 
LY., 45. 





Methold. | 


Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re STEWART— Kay, J., 23rd March. 


Soxicirors’ Remuneration Act, 1881, s. 7—GeENERAL Orper, 1882—Pvr- 
CHASE UNDER THE Lanps Causes AcT—BUSsINEsS DONE BEFORE THE 
ORDER CAME INTO OPERATION—NOTICE OF ELECTION, 


This was an adjourned summons to review taxation. A municipal cor- 
poration purchased property under the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act in 
| respect of which numerous bills of costs were delivered against the cor- 

poration, made out according to the old system as altered by schedule 2. 
The taxing master, however, treated the costs as coming under the scale 
in Schedule 1, Part 1, and as not being governed by rule 11 of the rules 
applicable to Schedule 1. The solicitors carried in objections, the first of 
which was that the Remuneration Order did not apply to bills which, 
| although they contained items subsequent to the 22nd of August, 1881, 
did not contain any item subsequent to the 3lst of December, 1882, when 
the Remuneration Order came into force, and the whole of the work was 
completed before the last-mentioned date. The taxing master held that 
| the provision in the Act, that as long as any general Order was in operation 
| the taxation of bills should be regulated thereby, had the effect of carry- 
ing back the Order from the 31st of December, 1882, to the 22nd of August, 
| 1881, and he relied on Re Field (33 W. R. 553, 29 Ch. D. 608). Objection 
No. 2 was that the scale did not apply to certain of the bills, inasmuch as 
they were for work pending on the Ist of January, 1883, the date when the 
Order came into operation, and were excluded trom the operation of the 


| Order by a notice of election given on the 10th of May, 1883. The taxing 


master overruled the objection, on the ground that such notice could not 
affect business in which anything was done after the lst of January, 1883, 
and before the date of election. Objection No. 3 was to the effect that the 
notice of election of the 10th of May, 1883, was given before any business 
to which Schedule 1 applied was commenced, the items with regard to such 
business appearing in the bill prior to the 10th of May, 1883, being simply 
ior preliminary work, which the master in fact had allowed for separately, 
as not being in any way comprised in the scale charge. The taxing master 
replied that he considered the business undertaken when the instructions 
Were issued to give notice to treat, and that as the solicitor did not 
elect immediately the Order came into force, he was bound by Schedule 
1, aud that the scale applied to all the work done after the instructions 
to give notice to treat, which were before the 10th of May, 1883. 
Objection No. 4 was that certwin bills were excluded from the Order by 
the exception in Rule 11, Schedule 1, Part 1, on the ground that the 
exception extends to purchaser’s costs, and not merely to vendor’s costs, the 
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words being general and the same reason being applicable ; and on the 
further ground that in many cases licences or way-leaves for water-pipes 
only were acquired by the purchasing corporation, and such licences or 
way-leaves were not conveyances or leases within the meaning of the 
Remuneration Order. The taxing master held that the deeds, though 
called licences or way-leaves, must be treated as conveyances and charged 
for under Schedule 1; that they were in the same form as conveyances, 
except only the thing granted, which is an estate or interest in property, 
or right or interest coming within the description of property in the Con- 
veyancing Act, 1881, and within the same word as used in the Order. The 
solicitors also contended that the exception extended to purchaser's costs, 
and not merely to vendor's costs; that the words were general, and that 
the scale was not to apply to sales under the Act, and that there was the 


same reason for excluding purchaser's costs as vendor's costs. They also | 
referred to section 82 of the Lands Clauses Act, 1845, and contended that | 


the effect of the taxing master’s ruling would be to repeal section 82. The 
taxing master overruled the objections, and held that the Lands Clauses 
Act did not affect purchaser's costs. He suggested that the last para- 
graph in rule 11 might apply only to the scale for negotiating; or, if 
otherwise, that it spoke distinctly of sales, and of sales in which the 
vendor’s costs were paid by the purchaser, and he considered that the 
purchaser’s costs were payable to their own solicitors, not by virtue of the 
Lands Olauses Act or any other Act, but under the ordinary relation of 
solicitor and client. He further stated that the Remuneration Act did 
not in any way refer to or affect section 82 of the Lands Clauses Act. 


Kay, J., said:—The Corporation of Wakefield, under a special Act, 


which incorporated the general Acts, and empowered them to take lands 
compulsorily, have been engaged in establishing waterworks. 
business they have employed the present applicants as their solicitors. 
Such employment commenced before the passing of the Solicitors’ 
Remuneration Act, 1881, and continued after that Act and the rules made 
under it came into operation. In respect of the work so done, voluminous 
bills of costs have been delivered, and by an order of the l4th day of 
October, 1886, these costs were referred to taxation. The taxation has 
been completed, and the solicitors have carried in various objections. 
Now the first and most important of these relates to work which was com- 


pleted before the Ist of January, 1883, when the General Order unier the | 


Solicitors’ Remuneration Act came into operation. The bills of costs 
numbered 9, 17, 24, 27, and 29 are, it is said, bills concerning the convey- 





Dear Sir,—Wakefield Corporation Waterworks. In accordance with the 
provisions of the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881, I desire to inform 
the corporation that I elect to make my charges against them for the 
business dove mm connection with the new waterworks undertaking after 
the commencement of the Act according to the old system of making out 
solicitors’ charges as altered by schedule 2 of the said Order made in pur- 
suance of the Act.’”” That is addressed to the town clerk. This notice is 
quite general, and refers to all business, pending as well as future. As to 
pending business, there was, I am told, first, business pending on the 31st 
of December, 1882, in which work had been done since that date and 
before the date of the notice, which would be covered by the scale fee, and, 
secondly, al-o some in which work had been done, which work would 
not be covered by the scale fee, but would be allowed for separately, 
and, thirdly, business pending in which nothing was done between the 
3lst of December, 1882, and the date of the notice, but such business was 
continued after the notice. As to No. 1, it is admitted that the notice to 
elect was too late. As to No 2, it was argued that there was no undertaking 
the business between the 3lst of December, 1882, and the notice, because, 
although work was done in the particular manner for which the solicitor 
could and did charge, it was not work covered by the scale fee. I dis- 
agree with this argument. The doing of that work was certainly 
‘* undertaking the business ’’ whether it was covered by the scale fee or not, 
and in my opinion the solicitor, if this had been work under a retainer 
accepted after the Order came into operation, would be too late iu attempt- 
ing to elect after he had undertaken the business by doing anything in it 





! 











for which he could make a charge. The words of clause 6 of the General 


| Order are that ‘‘a solicitor may, before undertaking any business,” & , 


In this | 


| 


ancing business which was altogether completed before that date, and | 
was not business which was pending in any sense at the time when the | 
| ment would have to be in writing under section 8 of the Act of 1881. 


Order came into operation. The 7th section of the Act is in these words, 
‘As long as any general Order under this Act is in operation the taxation 
of bills of costs of solicitors shall be regulated thereby.’’ It is argued 
that, whenever the work was done, if the taxation takes place after the 
General Order came into operation, such taxation must be regulated by the 
General Order, and that, consequently, if the work is such that the scale 
charge fixed by the order would apply if it had been done after that date 
it must apply by the terms of the Act, although the work had been com- 
pleted previously. On the other hand, it is contended that to such work the 
General Order does not apply at all. If it did, the solicitor would lose 
altogether the power of election given to him by the 6th clause of the 
General Order, and he would thus be in a worse position as to work com- 
pleted before that date, when there was no such order in operation at all, 
than as to work commenced subsequently, with respect to which he would 
be able to elect whether the scale fee should apply or not. It is admitted 


elect. It is not ‘‘ before undertaking that he will do ’’ or ‘‘ before under- 
taking to do”’ any business. ‘‘ Undertaking any business’’ I understand 
to mcan, not merely accepting the retainer, but rather entering upon the 
work—that is, doing something in the matter for which he will be entitled 
to make a charge, but if he does anything for which he is entitled to charge 
it seems to me impossible to say that he has not undertaken the busi- 
ness, whether that charge is covered by the scale fee or not. With 
respect to business pending on the 31st of December, 1882, and com- 
pleted afterwards, I confess it seems to me that the true view of the 
Order is that clause 6, giving the solicitor power to elect, does not apply 
at all, because in no true sense can business which was commenced be- 
fore be said to be undertaken after that date. The solicitor, of course, 
could protect himself by declining to go on with the business unless his 
client would agree to remunerate him in some other way. Such agree- 


However, I have been referred to a case of Re Love, Hill v. Spurgeon, which 
is not yet reported, in which Mr. Justice Stirling, following some dic/ain Re 
Field (33 W. R. 553,29 Ch. D 608), has held that clause 6 is to be read as if 
the words ‘‘ subsequently to this Act coming into operation’’ were inserted 
before the words *‘ before undertaking any business.’’ Following that 
decision, I must hold that where nothing was done in pending business 
between the 3lst of December, 1882, and the 10th of May, 1883, the 


| notice to elect was effectual. Two other questions remain. One is whether 


the scale applies at all for work done for a purchaser in case of a pur- 
chase under the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act. The doubt arises 
under the 11th of the rules in Schedule 1. Part 1 of the General Order 


| contains this provision: ‘‘In case of sales under the Lands Ciauses Consoli- 


| charges are paid by the purchaser, the scale shall not apply.”’ 


that, if it be work to which the General Order applies, the 7th section of the | 
Act is express and imperative as to the regulation of the taxation, but it 


is urged the work in question was done under a different law, and the 
contract between client and solicitor could not be intended to be altered 
by an order ez post facto. These are excellent and cogent reasons for 
saying that section 7 of the Act should not have been in its present form, 
or that the General Order should have made an exception in the case of 
conveyancing work completed before it came into operation, and taxed 
afterwards ; or, again, if the enactment were ambiguous they would be 
reasons for giving the applicants the benefit of any doubt upon its con- 
struction. Section 7 is express and clear ; it admits of no doubt; it is not 
atallambiguous. Any taxation after the General Order comes into opera- 
tion is to be regulated thereby. It is impossible to deny that this 
includes a taxation after that date of costs incurred before. The Act received 
the royal assent on the 22nd of August, 1881. The operation of the General 
Orders was purposely delayed till after the 31st of December, 1882, though 
it seems they were issued in August and published in September, 1882. This 
delay must have been intended to give an opportunity to anyone who 
desired it to tax costs under the old rule before the Order began to 
operate. If the applicants did not choose to avail themselves of this, 
there is no injustice in now subjecting them to the operation of the 
Generai Order, as section 7 of the Act says shall be the case. Another 
view of the matter, which is of some importance, is that all this work 
was done under one and the same retainer, and this delivery of separate 
bills, and the attempt to say that some of such bills do not come within 
the Act or Order, is scarcely a legitimate mode of increasing costs against 
the corporation. If all the work done under this retainer were included 
in one bill of costs in order of date, it would be scarcely possible to argue 
that a line should be drawn on the 3lst of December, 1882, and every- 
thing before that date should be taxed under the old system, but every- 
thing since should be taxed under the General Order. Yet that, in effect, 
is what the applicants are trying to do, only they seek to make their case 
more plausible by delivering separate bills of costs for various branches of 
the work done, and then attempting to say the General Order does not 
apply to some of the bills so made out. On the 10th of May, 1883, the 
solicitors gave to the corporation notice of their desire to elect under 
the General Order in the following terms :—‘‘ Wakefield, May 10, 1883. 





dation Act, or any other public or private Act under which the vendors’ 
Schedule 
1 is referred to in the 2nd clause of the General Order, in which sales 
and purchases are separately mentioned, and it is provided that, in 
respect of sales and purchases, the remuneration of the solicitor having 
the conduct of the business, whether for the vendor or purchaser, is to be 
that prescribed in Part 1 of Schedule 1, and to be subject to the regula- 
t.ons therein contained. Schedule 1 provides one scale for the vendor's 


| solicitor, and another and a different one for the purchaser’s solicitor. 


The early part of rule 11 refers to negotiating ia case of a ‘‘ sale or pur- 
chase,”’ but the words which I have quoted from that rule, which are at 
the end of it, refer only to the case ot ‘‘ sales’? under the Lands Clauses 
Act. Looking to the 82nd section of that Act, I have no doubt that the 
reference to sales only is intentional, and I think the reason is apparent. 
That section provides, in effect, that where lands are taken compulsorily 
the vendor’s costs shall be borne by the purchasing company, and gives a 
liberal allowance of such costs, which it is the obvious purpose of this rule 
11 not to interfere with. But no such reason exists for excepting the pur- 
chaser’s costs in the case of land compulsorily taken from the operation 
of this order for a scale charge, and consequently the latter part of rule 
11 seems to me to be limited designedly, and with reason, to the vendor's 
costs in case of a sale under compulsory powers. The last point relates to 
the costs of the purchase and grant of the right or easement of laying 
and maintaining lines of pipes through the lands of other persons which 
the corporation obtained under the powers of their special Act. In these 
cases no land whatever was conveyed, and the consideration seems to have 
been in such case a small sum of money, £5 or £10, or the like. The 
question is, whether the scale charge in Schedule 1, Part 1, to the 
General Order applies to such a case. Clause 2 of the General Order 
simply speaks of sales and purchases, without saying of what. But 
Schedule 1, Part 1, provides a scale for negotiating for the purchase of 
‘: property,”’ and for investigating title to “* freehold, copyhold, or lease- 
hold property,” and preparing and completing conveyance. Can an 
easement like this be considered a conveyance of freehold, copyhold, or 
leasehold property, within the meaning of that schedule? I confess it 
seems to me difficult so to hold. Obviously the schedule contemplates 
prima facie conveyances of land held as freehold, copyhold, or leasehold 
property, and the scale is fixed upon the purchase-money which is paid 
when such property changes hands. When a mere easement is granted 
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there is no change of property in that sense, and the purchase-money a 
comparatively trifling in amount, tut it might well be that a difficult and 
expnsive investigation of the grantor’s title might in many cases b 


necessary, for which a scale charge calculated on the purchase-money | 


of the easement would be a very inadequate compensation. If is true 


that the solicitor might protect himself by electing under clause 6, but I | 


have referred to these considerations as reasons for shewing that the scale 


was not intended to be applicable to the mere grant of an easement, to | 


which, according to their true construction, the words of the order do 
not apply. The result is that I agree with the taxing master, except only 
that I must hold the notice to elect effectual as to all separate matters 
of conveyancing in which nothing was done between the 3lst of Decem- 
ter, 1882, and the 10th of May, 1883, but which were completed after 
the latter date, and that the purchases of licences to lay pipes are not 
within the General Order as to a scale charge. The costs must follow the 
result, and must be set cff in the usual way; by that, of course, 1 mean 
that the application will be dismissed, with costs, in every case in which 
it is unsuccessful, and wi!] be allowed, with costs, in the two cases in 
which it is successful.—Counser, Sir Tlorace Davey, Q.C.; Renshaw, 
Q.C., and Stwinfen Ead Soricirons, Zorr, Joneways, Gribble, § Oddie. 


LAW SOCIETIES. 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY, 
The following circular has been issued to the members :— 


In pursuance of the resolution passed at the adjourned annual general 
meeting held on July 15, 1881, to the effect that meetings of the society | 
should be held in January and April, I am directed to inform you that a | 
special general meeting of the members of the society will be held in the | 


hall of the society on Friday, the 12th of April next, at two o’clock 
precisely, to consider the subjects hereinafter mentioned, and of which 
notice has been duly given :— 

Mr. F. R. Parker will move :— 


: . . . . | 
‘*That a committee of eighteen members of the society be and is hereby 


appointed to consider and report to the next general meeting of the 


society whether any and what revised or additional rules of debate are | 


desirable, and, if in their opinion any such revised or additional rules are 
desirable, to prepare and submit draft rules for consideration with their 
report. 


! 
| 





‘*2. That the interests of the solicitor’s profession call for the establish- 
| ment of an independent legal journal to advocate the rights of solcitiors, 
such journal to be free from the influence of the bar.”’ 

Mr. Oswatp Mitye will ask what steps the council are taking in the 
interests of the profession with regard to the Land Transfer Bill now 
before the House of Lords. 

Mr. Oswatp Mirye will move: 

‘‘That this meeting considers that the notice recently posted up in the 
Land Registry Office, with the authority of the Lord Chancellor, is unjust 
to solicitors, and casts a slur upon an honourable professicn, and this 
meeting requests the council to take the necessary steps to obtain the 
withdrawal of such notice.’’ E. W. Wituramson, Secretary, 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Strvupents’ Denatinc Socrery.—The usual weekly meeting of this 
society was held on Tueeday, the 19th inst., at 7 p.m., at the Law Insti- 
tution, Chancery-lane, London, when Mr. W. 8. Bunting took the chair. 
Mr. G. B. Ogle opened the debate, ‘‘ That women should be admitted to 
the same political rights and privileges as men.’? He was supported by 
Messrs. F. Pattinson, Blagg, Nimmo, Arnold, and Todd, and opposed by 
Mesers. Savory, Munton, Winter, Windsor, and Watson. The motion 
was eventually carried. 

The usual weekly meeting of this society was held on Tuesday, the 26th 
inst., at 7 p.m., at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, when 
Mr. Foden Pattinson took the chair. The debate—‘‘ That the case of 
Roper v. Doncaster (39 Ch. D 482) was wrongly decided’? — was 
opened by Dr. Herbert Smith, LL D. He was supported by Messrs. H. B. 
| Patman, J. B Ogle, and C. Harcourt, jun.; and opposed by Messrs. T. 
| Douglas, G. R. A. Stringer, Winter, Stephenson, and Kenyon Parker. 
|The chairman summed up, and the motion, on being put to the socicty, 
| was negatived. 

Bristo. Law Srvpents’ Socrery.—March 26—Mr. H. T. M. C. Gwynn 
in the chair.—Mr. G. E. Phillimore moved: ‘‘That the decision in Fr 
| parte Milne, Re Batten (37 W. R. 303), should be reversed on appeal.’’ Mr. 
J. L. V. 8S. Williams (in the absence of Mr. E. W. Veale) opposed, and 
was supported by Mr. A. Taylor, Messrs. B. llawkins, C. Knee, and 
F, B. L. Bowley. The decision was confirmed by a majority of four. 





‘That the committee consist of the president and vice-president of the | 


society ¢.-officio, of four other members of council, to be nominated by the | 


president, and of twelve members of the society, not being members of the 
council, to be nominated by the meeting.”’ 
Mr. F. K. Munton will move :— 


** That, looking to the volume of substantial work now thrown into the | 


scattered London county courts, this meeting is of opinion that a central 


metropolitan issuing oflice is immediately called for; and that in the | 


interests alike of the junior bar, solicitors, and suitors, all remitted town 
cases should be grouped and tried in some building adjacent to the Royal 
Courts of Justice.”’ 


Mr. A. H. Hastie will ask how many solicitors have been struck off the | 


roll or suspended in each of the ten years ending 31st December, 1888. 
Mr. Hastrz will move: 
‘‘1. That in the opinion of this meeting the recent frauds and thefts of 

solicitors have greatly shaken public confidence in the profession.” 


**2. That a joint committee of members of the council and of other | 


members of the society, in equal numbers, be now appointed to consider 
whether by a system of mutual insurance or otherwise any means can be 
adopted of restoring public confidence.”’ 

‘*3. That it is desirable that a Bill in Parliament should forthwith be 
put forward by the council, providing that all solicitors hereafter to be 
admitted (other than clerks now in articles), shall give security in asum of 
not less than £5,000 "’ 


Mr. H. J. Meap will ask (1) whether under the Land Transfer Bill, if | 
passed in its present form, solicitors, as such, will have any rights not | 
poesessed by unqualified persons ; (2) If not, what steps the council have | 


taken to insure that solicitors shal] have the same exclusive rights with 
respect to the preparation of documents to be filed or entered in the Land 
Registry as they now have with regard to the preparation of deeds. 


Mr. Hernext M. Low wili ask whether, having regard (1) to the effect | 


of recent and impending legislation, and especially (2) to the following 
remark of the Chancellor of the Exchequer, the council propose taking any, 
and, if so, what, steps towards obtaining the abolition of the annual 
certificate duty. 

i While admitting the tax was not one which he (Mr. Goschen) liked, or 
which he would himself have originated or supported, the English Law 
Society had not taken any action in the matter, which caused him to feel 
a difficulty in dealing with the profession in Ireland only.” 

Mr. Low will move :— 

‘‘That a petition for the repeal of the certificate duty be at once 
prepared, aud that every colicitor be afforded an opportunity of signing 
the same, with a view to its subsequent presentation to the Chancellor of 
the Exchequer by a deputation from this socie ty.”’ 

Mr. Cuantes Foxp will move :— 

“1. That, in the opinion of this mceting, the feeling throughout the 
profession is so strong in favour of the abolition of the annual certificate 
duty that this society ought not any longer to remain inactive in the 


matter, even though the abolition of such duty involves a serious annual | 


pecuniary loss to the society,”’ 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 

Mr. Joseru Giurs, solicitor (of the firm of Gibbs & Moxon), of Newport, 
; Monmouthshire, died very suddenly on the 26th ult. Mr. Gibbs was born 

in 1841. He was admitted a solicitor in 1868, and he had a good practice 

at Newport. He was originally in partnership with Mr. Robert Graham, 
| next with Mr. George Henry Llewellyn, and finally with Mr. John 
| Moxon. He had been for many years a member of the Town Council for 
| the East Ward, and in 1878 he was elected Mayorof Newport. Mr. Gibbs 

was also a magistrate for the borough. 


Mr. Ricuarp Dawes, solicitor, late of 9, Angel-court, Throgmorton- 
street, died at Worthing on the 4th inst. Mr. Dawes was the son 
of Mr. Thomas Dawes, solicitor, and was born in 1808. He was 
admitted a solicitor about the year 1830, and he practised for nearly 
fifty years in the City of London, being associated in partnership suc- 
cessively with his father, with his brother, Mr. George Dawes, who died 
in 1887, and with his son, Mr. Richard Dawes, juv., who was admitted a 
solicitor in 1859. He had a large mercantile practice, especially in insur- 
ance cases, and his firm were for several years solicitors to the Associated 
Fire Offices and to the Fire Offices Committee. Mr. Dawes was buried at 
Norwood Cemetery on the 8th inst. 


Mr. Ortver Joseru Burxe, barrister, died at Dublin on the 4th inst. 
Mr. Burke was the son of Mr. Joseph Burke, of Ower, Galway. He was 
called to the bar at Dublin in 1854. He practised on the Connaught 
| Circuit, and he was for several years registrar of a sub-commission under 
the Irish Land Acts. Mr. Burke was known as the author of the ‘‘ Lives 
of the Lord Chancellors of Ireland.’”” He had also published the ‘ Lives 
of the Archbishops of Tuam,” in recognition of which history he had been 
created by the Pope a Knight of the Order of St. Gregory the Great. 


Sir Wiiu1aM Foster Srawert, K.C.M.G., Lieutenant-Governor of the 
Colony of Victoria, died at Naples on the 12th inst., in his seventy-fourth 
year. Sir W. Stawell was the eldest son of Mr. Jonas Stawell, of Cork, 
and was born in 1815. He was educated at Trinity College, Dublin, aud 
he was called to the bar in Ireland in 1839. He was Attorney-General of 
Victoria from 1851 till 1857, when he was appointed Chief Justice of the 
Supreme Court of the Colony and received the honour of knighthood. 
He was also judge of the Vice-Adwiralty Court. He retired from the 
bench in 1876, and he was shortly afterwards appointed Lieutenant- 

| Governor of the Colony, and was created a Knight Commander of the 
| Order of St. Michael and St. George. Sir W. Stawell was chancellor of 

he University of Melbourne. He was married in 1856 to the daughter of 
| Mr. William Pomeroy Greene. 


Mr. Joun Watson, solicitor and notary (of the firm of Watson, Wads- 
\ worth, & Ward), died on the 13th inst. Mr, Watson was the second son 
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of Mr. John Watson, of Nottingham, and was born in 1830. He was | 
educated at Repton Grammar School, and was admitted a solicitor in | 
1851, having served his articles with the late Mr. John Wadsworth, with | 
whom he was for several years in partnership, and more recently he was 
associated with Mr. Frederick Wadsworth and Mr. James Trevelyan 
Ward. Mr. Watson was a notary public and a perpetual commissioner for 
Nottingham and Nottinghamshire. He took an active interest in all 
Church matters, and exerted himself as one of the supporters of the 
Southwell Bishopric Fund. Bishop Ridding selected him as the first 
registr’r of the diocese, and he was also secretary to the bishop and 
registrar of the archdeaconry of Nottingham. Mr. Watson was for about 
two years official receiver in bankruptcy for the Nottingham district. He 
was formerly clerk to the Nottingham School Board, and he was solicitor 
to the board until his death. He was a magistrate for the borough of 
Nottingham, a director of the Nottingham Joint Stock Banking Co., and 
a governor of the Nottingham High School and the Nottingham Bluecoat 
Schcol. He was buried on the 18th inst. 


Mr. Gi onGB Park ER, solicitor, died at Lewisham on the 10th inst., from 
paralysis, in his eighty-fifth year. Mr. Parker was the third son of Mr. 
Thomas Watson Parker, solicitor, and was born in 1804. He was educated 
at the Charterhouse. He served his articles with his father. He was 
admitted a solicitor about the year 1826, and he practised for many years 
at Lewisham. He retired from practice a few years ago, and he shortly 
afterwards became a magistrate for the county of Kent. Mr. Parker was 
a liberal contributor to all religious and charitable undertakings in the 
neighbourhood of Lewisham. He built the church of St. George, Perry- 
hill. He was buried on the 15th inst. Mr. Parker was a widower. 


Mr. Epwiy Wricut, solicitor, Jate of Birmingham, died on the 12th 
inst., from paralysis, in his seventy-fifth year. Mr. Wright was born in 
1814. He was admitted a solicitor in 1842, and he practised for over 
twenty years at Birmingham. He had a very large practice in the old 





Birmingham District Court of Bankruptcy, and he was for some time 
Mr. Wright | 
He was buried at the Birmingham General 


deputy clerk of the peace for the borough of Birmingham. 
retired from practice in 1865. i 
Cemetery on the 16th inst. 

Mr. Joun Moony, solicitor and notary (of the firm of Moody & Woolley), 
of Derby, died on the 17th inst., after a long illness. Mr. Moody was the 
son of Mr. John Moody, of Derby, aud was born in 1840. He served his 
articles with Mr. Frederick Baker, of Derby, and he was admitted a soli- | 
citor in 1861. He was a notary public, and a perpetual commissioner for 
Derbyshire, and he lad a large and important practice, being solicitor to | 
the Derby and Derbyshire Banking Co., the Derby Board of Guardians, 
the Derby Burial Board, and the Derby Co-operative Society. He had | 
been for some time in partnership with Mr. William Woolley. He was 
for several years churchwarden of St. Werburgh’s parish. Mr. Moody 
was married to the daughter of Mr. Benjamin Badger, barrister, and he 
leaves two sons and two daughters. He was buried on the 20th inst. 

APPOINIMENTS. 

Mr. Joun GreeEnrietp, solicitor, of 37, Queen Victoria-street, London, 
and Kingston-on-Thames, has been appoiuted a Commissioner for taking | 
Affidavits, &c., to be used in the Supreme Court of the North-West | 
Territories of Canada. 

Mr. Hervert Rooke Oxprietp, LU.B., solicitor (of the firm of Messrs. | 
Oldfields), of St. Stephen’s-chambers, Telegraph-street, Moorgate-street, | 
London, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the | 
Supreme Court of Judicature. | 

Mr, Tuomas Witiram Maxam, solicitor (of the firm of Thomas Mallam 
& Co.), of the city of Oxford, has been appointed a Commissioner to | 
administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. | 


Mr. Putte Tuomas Ruys, solicitor (of the firm of Rhys & Hooper), of | 
Grecian-chambers, Devereux-court, Temple, W.C., and 124, Camden- 
street, N.W., has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in | 
the Supreme Court of Judicature in England. Mr. Rhys was admitted a | 
solicitor in August, 1881. 

Mr. Epwarp Jenks, barrister, has been appointed Professor of Law at 
the University of Melbourne. Mr. Jenks is a fellow of King’s College, 
Cambridge, where he graduated in the first class of the Law Tripos in 
1886, and he was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in November, 
1887. 

Mr. Grorce Epwarp Wenster, solicitor (of the firm of Webster & 
Styring), of Sheffield, has been appointed a Notary Public. 

Mr. Cuarztes Witt1AM Lang, solicitor, of Northampton and Kettering, | 
has been appointed Clerk to the Kettering Board of Guardians, Assess- 
ment Committee, School Attendance Committee, and Rural Sanitary | 
Authority, and Superintendent-Registrar of Births, Deaths, and Marriages | 
for the Kettering District, in succession to his partner, the late Mr. | 
Henry Styleman Borrodaile Preedy. Mr. Lane was admitted a eolicitor in 
1865. 

Mr. Jounx Amuerst Puttrort, solicitor (of the firm of Philpott & | 
Callaway), of Cranbrook and Hawkhurst, has been appointed Registrar of 
the Cranbrook and Tenterden County Courts (Circuit No. 49), toact jointly | 
with Mr. Joseph Mann Mace, of Tenterden. Mr. Philpott was_admitted 
a solicitor in 1864. He is deputy coroner for the Tenterden Division of 
Kent. 

Mr. Wituras Joun Mann, solicitor (of the firm of Mann & Rodway), of | 
Trowbridge, has been appointed Clerk to the Mciksham Board of | 
Guardians, Assessment Committee, School Attendance Committee, ont | 

tural Sanitary Authority. Mr. Mann was admitted a solicitor in 1870. 





| subject to 


Mr. Joseru Turner Hvutcutsson, barrister, Queen’s Advocate for the 
Gold Coast Colony, has been appointed Chief Justice of that colony. 
Chief Justice Hutchinson is the second son of Mr. Joseph Hutchinson, of 
Bray stokes, Cumberland. He was educated at Christ's College, Cam- 
bridge. He was called to the bar at the Middle ‘Temple in November, 
1879, and he formerly practised in the Chancery Division. 


Mr. Geratp Harpwicxe Cowie, barrister, has been appointed to act as 


| Queen’s Advocate for the Gold Coast Colony. Mr. Cowie is the second 


son of Mr. Toomas Hardwicke Cowie, Q.C. He was educated at Trinity 
College, Cambridge. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 
January, 1883. He is a district commissioner in the Gold Coast Colony. 


CHANGE IN PARTNERSHIPS. 


Mr. H. R. Ovprtep, solicitor, of St. Stephen’s-chambers, Moorgate- 
a has admitted Mr. M. P. Oldfield into partnership as from 
ne 26th inst. 








PENDING LEGISLATION. 
TRUST FUNDS INVESTMENT. 
Tur following is Mr. Cozens-Hardy’s Bill :— 

A Bill to amend the law relating to the Investment of Trust Funds. 

Be it enacted, &c. : 

. a Short title.| This Act may be cited as the Trust Investment Act, 
359. 

2. Bztent of Act.| This Act shall not extend to Scotland. 

3. Authorized investments.] It shall be lawful for a trustee, unless 
expressly forbidden by the instrument (if any) creating the trust, to 
invest any trust funds in his hands in mauner following, that is to say :— 

(2) In any of the Parliamentary Stocks or Public Fands or Govern- 
ment Securities of the United Kingdom. 

(4.) On Real Securities in England, Wales, or Ireland. 

(c ) In the Stock of the Bank of England or the Bank of Ireland. 

(4.) lu India Three-and-a-half per Cent. Stock and India Three per 
Cent. Stock, or in any other Capital Stock which may at any time 
hereafter be issued by the Secretary of State in Council of India, 
under the authority of Act of Parliament, and charged on the 
revenues of India. 

(e.) Iu any securities the interest of which is or shall be guaranteed by 
Parliament. 

(f) In Consolidated Stock created by the Metropolitan Board of Works, 
or Debenture Stock created by the Receiver for the Metropolitan 
Police District. 

(g.) In the Debenture or Rentcharge Stock or Guaranteed or Preference 
Stock or fully paid-up shares of any railway company in Great 
Britain or Ireland incorporated by special Act of Parliament, and 
having during each of the ten years last past before the date of 
investment paid a dividend on its ordinary stock or shares. 

(i.) In the stock or fully paid-up shares of any railway company in 
Great Britain or Ireland whose undertaking is leased in perpetuity 
at a fixed rental to any such railway company as is mentioned in 
sub-section (g.) either alone or jointly with any other railway com- 
pany. 

(i.) In the Debenture Stock of any railway company in India the 

interest on which is paid or guaranteed by the Secretary of State in 
Council of India. 
In the ‘*B” Annuities of the Eastern Bengal, the East Indian and 
the Scinde Punjaub and Delhi Railways, and any like annuities 
which may at any time hereafter be created on the purchase of any 
other railway by the Secretary of State in Council of India, and 
charged on the revenues of India, and which may be authorized by 
Act of Parliament to be accepted by trustees in lieu of any shares 
or stock held by them in the purchased railway. 

(:.) In the stock or fully paid-up shares of any railway company in 
India upon which a fixed or minimum dividend is paid or guaran- 
teed by the Secretary of State in Council of India. 

(.) In the Debenture Stock or Guaranteed or Preference Stock or fully- 
paid-up shares of any company in Great Britain or Ireland, estab- 
lished tor the supply of water for profit, and incorporated by special 
Act of Parliament or by Royal Charter, and having during each of 
the ten years last past before the date of investment paid a divi- 
dend of not less than five pounds per centum on its Ordinary Stock 
or shares. 

(m.) In nominal or inscribed stock issued, or to be issued by the cor- 
poration of any municipal borough, or by any county council 
under the authority of any Act of Parliament or Provisional Order. 

(n.) In the purchase of freehold ground rents or fee-farm rents, or rents 
recerved on leases for lives renewable for ever. : : 

(o) In any of the stocks, funds, or securities, for the time being 
authorized for the investment of cash under the control or subject 
to the order of the Court. 

And al:o from time to time to vary any such investment. 

1, Freehold gronnd rent to bs personal estate.| A freehold ground rent or 
fee-farm rent or rent rescrved on a lease for lives renewable for ever pur- 
chased under the power conferred by this Act shall be held by the trustee 
a trust tor sale and for the investment of the net proceeds of 


sale in other authorized investments, and for the purposes of the instru- 


| ment, if any, creating the trust, shall be deemed to be personal estate. 


5. Purchase at a premium of redeemable stocks, | (1) It shall be lawful for 
a trustee under the powers of this Act to invest in any of the stocks funds 
shares or securities mentioned or referred to in section three of this Act, 
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| 


otwithstanding that the same may be redeemable, and that the price 
exceeds the redemption value. 
2) Provided that it shall not be lawful for a trustee under the powers 


of this Act to purchase at a price exceeding its redemption value, any | 


stock or sbare mentioned or referred to in sub-sections (i), (k), and (m), 
which is liable to be redeemed within fifteen years of the date of purchase 
at par or at some other fixed rate. 

(3) It shall be lawful for a trustee to retain until redemption any 
redeemable stock fund share or security which may have been purchased 
in accordance with the powers of this Act. 

6. Discretion of trustees.] The power conferred by this Act shall be 
exercised according to the discretion of the trustee, but subject to any 
consent required by the instrument creating the trust with respect to the 
investment of the trust funds. 

7. Application of Act.| This Act shall apply as well to trusts created 


before as to trusts created after the passing of this Act, and the powers | 


hereby conferred shall be in addition to the powers conferred by the 
instrument. if any, creating the trust. 
8. Repeal of enactments in schedule 


| PATENT MONUMENT AUTOMATIC 


The enactments specified in the | 


schedule to this Act are hereby repealed to the extent in the third column | 
of that schedule mentioned, but without prejudice to the validity of any | 


act done under any enactment so repealed. 
9. Interpretation,] For the purposes of this Act the following terms have 
the meanings hereinafter respectively assigned to them, that is to say :— 
The expression ‘‘trustee” shall include an executor or administrator 
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WINDING UP NOTICES. 

London Gazette.—FRiIDAY. March 22. 

JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

BRAITHWAITE MINING Co., LrmiTED.—Petn for winding up, presented March 16, 
directed to be heard before Kay. J , on Saturday, March 39, Langham, Bart- 
lett’s bldgs, Holborn, agent for Heaton, Burnley, solor for petner A 

Box Co, Liuirep.—Creditors are required, on 
or before April 24, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Frederick Whinney. *, Old Jewry. Tuesday, May 7, 
at 12, is appointed for bearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

PATILLOS RAILWAY CoO., LIMITED.—Petn for winding up, preseuted March 20, 
directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on Saturday, March 30. Freshfields & 
Williams. Bavk bldga, solors for petner ‘ 

STRIN’s BAKERY Co., LIMITED.—Petn for winding up. presented March 20, directed 
to be heard before Stirling, J..on March 30, Goldberg & Langdon, West st, 
Finsbury cireus, solors for petner 


| UNIVERSAL SIMPLEX TYPE WRITER, LrmiTED.—Petn for winding up, presented 


and a trustee whose trust arises by construction or implication of | 


Jaw as well as an express trustee. 


The expression ‘‘ freehold ground-rent”’ shal] mean property held for 


an estate of inheritance in fee simple in possession subject to a 


lease for an unexpired term of'not less than forty years at an | 
annual ground-rent not exceeding one-fourth of the net annual 


rateable value of the property at the date of the purchase. 


The expression ‘‘fee-farm rent’ shal] mean a rentcharge limited or | 


created as a first charge in fee out of property the net annual rate- 
able value of which, at the date of the purchase, shall be not less 
than five times the annual amount of the rent. 

The expression ‘‘ rent reserved on a lease for Jives renewable for ever” 


thall mean property held for an estate of inheritance in fee simple | 


in possession, subject to a lease for lives, with a covenant for per- 
petual renewal where one, at least, of the lives named in the 


original lease, or of the lives for which the same has been renewed, | 


is in being at the date of the purchase at an annual rent not exceed- 
ing one-fourth of the net annual rateable value of the property at 
the eaid date. 

The expression ‘‘ the court’’ shall mean (except as to Irish trusts) the 
High Court of Justice in Evgland, and as to Irish trusts, the High 
Court of Justice in Ireland. 


SCHEDULE. 
ENACTMENTS REPEALED. 
Session and Chapter. 


Title. Extent of Repeal. 


1&5 Will. 4, c. 20 An Act for facilitating the | The whole Act. 
losn of money upon 
landed eecurities in Ire- 
land. 

Ap Act to further amend 
the law of property and 
to relieve trustees. 

An Act to further amend 
the law of property. 

An Act to remove doubts 
as to the power of trus- 
tees, executors, and ad- 
ministrators to invest 
trust funds in certain se- 
curities, and to declare 
and amend the law relat- 
ing to such investments, 

The Metropolitan Board 
of Works (Loans) Act, 
1871. 


22 & 23 Vict. c. 35 Section thirty-two. 


23 & 24 Vict. c. 38 Section eleven. 


30 & 31 Vict. c. 132 ... The whole Act. 


34 & 35 Vict. c. 47 Section thirteen. 








The Attorney-General will preside at the annual general meeting of 
the bar, which will be held in the old dining-hall, Lincoln’s-inn, on 
Saturday, April 13, at 2.30 p.m. 
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March 21, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on March 3 
Victoria st, solor for petner 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. : 
Conway PERMANENT BENEFIT BUILDING Soctety.—Creditors are required, on or 
betore April £0, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
Gebts or claims, to Thomas Edward Parry, Glasfryn, Conway. Tuesday, May 
14, at 12, is appcinted for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 
COUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
CLAYTON INDUSTRIAL MANUFACTURING Co.. LIMITED.—By an order made by the 
court, dated March 4, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the 
company be continued. Addleshaw & Warburton, Manchester, solors for 


yetner 
‘ FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


). Fryer, Queen 


| LoyaL Ducnrss OF SUTHERLAND INDEPENDENT UNITED SISTERS SOCIETY, St 


James’ School, School lane, Longton, Stafford. March 16 
SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. , 
LoyAL Wiri1aM RADCLIFFE LonGE, Odd Fellows’ Friendly Society, Wellington 
Inn, Fielding st, Oldham, Lancaster. March 18 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, March 26. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
APPLEBY BROTHERS, LIMITED.--North, J., has, by an order dated March 14, ap- 
pointed John Gane, 53, Coleman st, to be provisionally official liquidator 
Brown, Davis, & Co., LIMITED.— By an order made by Kay, J , dated March 16, 
it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be continued. 
Miles, King st, Cheapside, solor for petner 
Carr CENTRAL RAILWays, LIMITED.—Chitty. J.. has, by an order dated March 
20, appointed Tom Drew Bear, 113, Queen Victoria st. to be official liquidator. 
Creditors are required, on or before June 6, to send their names and addresses, 
and the particulars of their debts or claims, to the above. Thursday, June 27, 
at 11, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 
COMMERCIAL BANK OF LONDON, LiuITkD.- Stirling, J., has, by an order dated 
Feb 19, appointed Francis Drake Leslie, 74, Coleman st, to be official p+ onan 
Creditors are required, on or before April 22, tosend their names and addresses, 
and the particulars of their debts or claims, to the above. Wednesday, May 1, 
at 12. is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and cla'ms 


| ULTRAMARINE MANUFACTURING Co., LIMITED.—By an order made by Kay, J., 


dated March 16, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company 
be continued. Harrison & Robinson. Strand, solors for petner 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

PAIGNTON WATER Co.—By an order made by North, J., dated March 15, it was 
ordered that the company be wound up. White & Sons, Bedford row, solors 
for petner 

CouUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

KinG INSURANCE Co.. TIMITED.—Petn for winding up, presented March 22, 
directed to be heard before Bristowe, V.C., at the Assize Courts, Strangeways, 
Manchester, on Wednesday, April 3. Sharman & Co., Liverpool, solors for 
petners 

LEWTAS PATENT Lamp Co., LIMITED.—By an order made by the court, dated 
March 6, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Cobbett & Co., Man- 
chester. solors for petner 


| SABDEN WEAVING Co., LiMITED.--By an order made by the court, dated March 





| HEPPENSTALL. FREDERICK, Sedbergh, York, Clerk in Orders. 


18, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be continued. 
Addleshaw & Warburton, Manchester, solors for petners 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


TRUE FRIENDS SOCIETY, Rouel Tavern, Rouel rd, Bermondsey. March 21 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day OF CLAIM. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, March 12. 
April 10. Cullin v 


Wallis, Chitty, J. Hodgkinson, Newark upon Trent 


| FIRMINGER, THOMas J AMES, Eltham st, Walworth, Charcoal Merchant. April 15. 


| 
| BusH, FREDERICK AUGUsTUs, Upton park, Essex, Engineer. 


Firminger v Firminger, Stirling, J. Stock & Slater, Walbrook 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, March 15. 
April 13. Paterson 
v Bush, North, J Fox. College hiil 
HOLM#s, CECIL FREDERICK, Druries, Harrow on the Hill, Esq. April 12. Russell 
v Holmes, Stirling, J. Cole & Jackson, Essex s+, Strand 
London Gaxzette.—TUESDAY, March 19. 
CoLz, JOHN, Bowling, near Bradford, Ironfounder, Apri! 16. 
Chitty, J. Gaunt, Bradford 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, March 22. 
STEVENS, JOHN, Banbury, Oxford, Grocer. April 24, Stevens v Stevens, Stirling, 
J. Kilby, Banbury 
z London Gazette.—TUESDAY, March 26, 
CoTEs, ‘JOHN, Woodcote, Salop. April 20. Cotes v Cotes, Kay, J. Bennett, 
New sq, Lincoln’s inn 


Hirst v Cole, 
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March 30, 1880. 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day OF CLAM. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, March 8, 
AsHBy, JoHN WILSON, Knaptoft, Leicester, Farmer. Watson & 
Channer, Lutterworth 
BAILLIE, JOHN, Queensborough terr, Retired Major-General. April10. Blunt & 
Lawford, Gresham st 
BELL, ELizaABETH CATHERINE MAURICE, Lady DILton, Crondace rd, Fulham. 
April 10. Ravenscroft & Co, John st, Bedford row 
Bitpy, WILLIAM MATTHEW, Kidderminster, Commercial Agent. April 20. Chad- 
wick & Sons, Dewsbury 
BOILEAU, CHARLES LESTOCK. Castelnau. Barnes, Major in H.M. Rifle Briga‘te. 
May 7. Janson & Co, Finsbury circus 
BRADSHAW, RICHARD, Cornhill, Esq. April16. Bradshaw & Son, Cornhill 


CHAPMAN, ANNA, Bath. April6. Watson & Dendy, Neweastle upon Tyne 
FLETCHER, JOHN, Stoneclough, Manchester, Paper Manufacturer. March 


Minor, Manchester 
GRIEG, JOHN, Sunderland, Tinsmith. May 6. Wilford, Sunderland 


HALLIWELL, BEATRICE AMY, Melbourne, Victoria, March 31. Johnson & Co, 
King’s bench walk, Temple 

JaMES, ARTHUR, Redditch, Needle Manufacturer. 
mingham 

Jones, ELtis, Wrexham, Gent. May1. Hughes, Wrexham 

KKEN, SARAH, West Hillrd, Wandsworth. April 17. Ruck, Bedford row 

KiNG, JOHN, Yardley, Worcester, Gent. July 1. Coleman & Co, Birmingham 

LEWIS, FREBDERIC EDWIN, Llandudno, Metal Broker. April 16. Thorne & Co, 
Wolve: hampton 

LOMIEE, Susan, Charles st, Berkeley sq. Nicholl & Co, Howard st, 
Stranc 

MorTTraM, James, Birkdale, Lancaster, Esq. April15. Bullock & Worthington, 
Manchester 

OTTLBY, ARABELLA PRISCILLA, Denbigh st, Pimlico. 
Clement’s inn, Strand 

PALMER, THOMAS PETER, April 8, 
mingham 

PinpDER, THOMAS, Tuxford, Nottingham, Farmer. Marshalls & 
Robinson, East Retford 

PoLDING Mary, St Albans, Blackburn. March 30. Wilkinson & Co, Blackburn 

PRENDERGAST, JOHN Pius. Lewes, Clerk in Holy Orders, April 20. Arnold & 
Co, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Price, CLARA ELIZABETH Murray, West Teignmouth, Devon. 
Crowdy & Tarry, Serjeant’s inn, Fleet st 

Prick. JoHN THOMAS GRIFFITH, Ilford, Dairyman. April 3). T. 
3addeley, Leadenhall st 

ROLLO, GEORGE DONALD, Newcastle upon Tyne, Painter. April 5. 
Balkwill, Newcastle upon Tyne 

STEEDMAN, JOSEPH, Aston, nr Birmingham, Gent. 
Birmingham 

a °~ ec Ainderby Quernhow, nr Thirsk. April 30. 

1TskK 

TAYLOR, ROBERT, Rochdale, Woollen Weaver. 
Rochdale 

THODEY, SaRaH, Friern Park, North Finchley. 
avenue 

Troms, JOHN, Halifax, Farmer. April12. Barstow & Midgley, Halifax 


Tait, WataAm, Thornbury, Gloucester, Gent. May3. Scarlett & Co, Thorn- 
ury 


April 27. 


30. 


May 15. Sanders & Co, Bir- 


April 7. 


April 20. Amos, 15, 


Birmingham. Rowlands & Co, Bir- 


April 12. 


19, 
P. 


April 
& F. 
Davies & 


July 1. Coleman & Co, 


Richardson, 


April 15, Standring & Co, 


April 6. Morse, Fenchurch 


y 
TURVEY, JAMES, Southport, Music Seller. April13, Buck & Co, Southport 
WALKER, CHARLES, Cowley st, Westminster, Retired Inspector of Police. April 
11. Yeiloing & Co, Vincent sq, Westminster 
WARDLEY, JAMES FREDERIC, Cuerdley, Lancaster, Farmer. 
Liverpool 
WHYTEHEAD, RACHEL, Penge, Surrey. April12. Smithson & Teasdale, York 
WILLIS, JAMES, Uxbridge, Estate Agent. March 25. Willis, Uxbridge 
WILLMOTT, FRANCIS WILLIAM, Addlestone, Surrey, Gent. March 30. Christmas, 
Bloomsbury sq 
WISE, MARTHA, Twickenham, March 31. Munton & Morris, Queen Victoria st 
Wricut, HENkY THoMAs, Chapter st, Westminster, Licensed Victualler. Apri 
li, Yeilding & Co, Vincent sq, Westminster 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, March 12. 
ADAMS, JOHN, Barrow in Furness, Wholesale Clothier. April 5. 


Co, Manchester 
BALDWIN, Mary ELIZAbeETH, Lancaster. May 13. Hall & Marshall, Lancaster 
Glynes & Co, Mark lane 


BARNETT, JOHN, Beckenham, Esq. April 25. 


April 10. Cross, 


tichardson & 


BENNET, Harriet, Rutland st, Hampstead rd. April 23. Wheatley & Co, New 
inn, Strand 


CRUTCHLEY, HERBERT, Aston juxta Birmingham, Brush Maker. 
Ansell & Ashford, Birmingham 

EDWARDS, ALEXANDER WILSON, Wrexham, Gent. 
Wrexhain 

EDWARDS, ELIZABETH, Wrexham, April 18. Acton & Co, Wrexham 


ELLIOTT, JoHN Witney, Chapter rd, Walworth, Licensed Victualler. 
Band, Henrietta st, Covent gdn 

FARRAR, SARAH, Whitetield, Prestwich cum Oldham. Farrar & Hall, 
Manchester 

FELLOW&S, JAMES ONION, Priory pk rd, Kilburn, Baptist Minister. 
Mott & Co, Bedford row 

FORSTER, EMILy Emma, Ryde, I. W. 
Strand 

Foster, HENRY, Clapham, York, Yeoman. April 23. Hartley, Settle 


GRAHAM, ALLAN HAMILTON, Malvern Wells, Worcester, Major General. April 
26. Hol'ams & Vo, Mincing lane ? 
GREENOUGH, RiIcHARD, Leigh, Lancaster, Auctioneer. April 30, Marsh & Co, 
eigh 
suaees, aa, Now Haven, Connecticut, U.S. A., Yeoman. April 23. Banister 
ent, York 
JACKSON, HARRY RUSSELL, Waldegrave rd, Teddington, Gent. April 1. Bolton, 
& Co, Temple gardens 
JENKINS, ANN, Wallingford, Berks, Bookseller. 
Lincoln’s inn 
LAING, JAMES, Eccles, nr Manchester. April8. Vaudrey, Manchester 


Lay, Henry, Eastbourne, Gent. April15. Hillman, Lewes 


LEEMING, JouN, Accrington, Retired Farmer. June 8, Whitaker, Duchy of 
Lancaster Office 

LEY, WILLIAM, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn, Solicitor. April 27. 

May 1. 


Moss, JaMES, Lightclitfe, Halifax, Cabinet Maker. 
fax 


March 25. 
April 18. Acton & Co, 


April 30. 
April 30. 
April 23 


Aprilé. G. 8S. & H. Branion, Essex s5 


Mayi1. Arnould, New court, 


Ley & Oo, Carey st 
Wavell & Co, Hali- 


a 
NEEDHAM, Right Hon. Lady GEORGIANA, Datchet, Bucks. April 19. Fox & 
Thicknesse, Abchurch lane 


— MatTrugew, Easington, Yorks, Farmer. May 14. Rollit & Sons, 
ul 


PAINTER, ADOLPHUS EDWARD, Loftus rd, Shepherd’s Bush, Gent. 
Poole & Robinson, Union ct, Old Broad st 

PARKER, THOMAS, Bishopwearmouth, Sunderland, Gent. 
Sunderland 

Patrick, JouN THOMAS AGNEW, Clephane rd, Canonbury. 


Lincoln’s inn fields 
PELL, Maria, Weston villas, Crouch End. April12. Hodding,!Leicester 
April 16. 


Paris. MATTHEW PERCIVAL, Rodney terr, L Richmond rd, Putney. 
Reader, Strand 

Port, CHARLES THomas, Adelaide rd, Haverstock Hill, General Store Keeper. 
April 20. Dommett, Gresham st 

Prout, FRANCIS WHITE, Plymouth, Gent. June 1. 


Rowrnson, Lois, Vulcan terr, Deptford. April 12. 


SHENTON, Isaac, Bangley Farm, nr 
Atkins, ‘Tamworth 
STANWAY, ELIZABETH, Sale, Chester. May 1. 


STEEDMAN, JOANNA, Birmingham, April 
mingham 

STEPHENs, Isaac, Pembroke Dock, Superannuated 
Hughes Brown, Pembroke Dock 

TaPrinc, RicHarD, Great Kimble, Bucks, Farmer. 
James, Aylesbury 

Tuomas, JOHN, Coiby, Wiston, Pemb, Estate Agent. 
W. D. Lewis, Narberth 

TRICKETT, SAMUEL, Victoria Wharf, Millwall, Stone Merchant. 

Junns & Lonyden, Old Jewry 

Tubs, JANE PHILIPEA, Catford, Kent, Dairy Keeper. April 6. Greenway & 
Son, Plymouth 

Wanagntee. puuan, Tyldesley, Lancaster, Innkeeper. March 25. Marsh & 
Co, Leigh 

WHITE, WILLIAM EpWARD, Nocl st, Islington, Lighterman. Aprili8. Robin- 
son & Co, King’s Arms yd, E.C, 


April 6. 
Kidson & Oo, 
April 30. 


April 8 


Orook, 


Sole & Gill, Devonport 
Lockyer, New Cross rd 


Tamworth, Farmer. April 30, Nevill & 


Earle & Co, Manchester 

16. Blewitt & Reynolds, Bir- 
Shipwright. April 13, 
April 8. Horwood & 
April 30. Thomas & 


April 30, 


WABENING TO INTENDING HOUSE PURCHASERS & LESSEES.—Before purchasiny or 
renting a house have ' heSanitary arrangements thoroughly examined by an expert 
from ‘The Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Uo., 65, late 115, Victoria-st., West- 
minster (Estab. 1875), who also underta‘e the Veatilation of Offices, &c.—' Apvr. } 





= 





BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


London Gazette—F RIDAY, March 22. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. Jen ie Ord Mavch 18 


CRAWSHAW, MARSHALL HARTLEY, Dewsbury, Grocer 
Dewsbury Pet March 18 1 
CRIDLAND, —, Leytonstone, Gent High Court Pet 


Hitt, Joun, Elton, nr Bury, Leather Merchant 
Bolton Pet March20 Ord March 20 

HUBBARD, ALFRED, St Leonard's terr, Chelsea 
Publican High Court Pet March 18 Ord 


Ord March 18 


ADAMS, ANTHONY, present residence unknown High 
Court Pet Feb9 Ord March 19 

ALLsop, ToM STOREY, Middleshorough, Watchmaker 
Middlesborough Pet March19 Ord March 19 

ANDREW, EDWARD, the younger, Berriew, Mont- 
gomery, Butcher Newtown Pet March 2 Ord 
March 18 

ARNOLD, J. H., Cocket Farm, Swansea, Farmer 
Swansea Pet Feb21 Ord March 15 

AsPray, THOMAS NEVILLE, Eastbourne terr, Pad- 
dington, Dentist High Court Pet Feb 28 Ord 

arch 19 

BARKER, VALENTINE, Parham, Suffolk, late Farmer 
Ipswich Pet Marchi6 Ord March 16 

BaTEs, JAMES, Sowerby Bridge, Yorks, Machine 
Maker Halifax Pet Marchis Ord March 18 

BATTEN, JOHN, Townsend, Northleigh, late Farmer 
Exeter Pet March 4 Ord March 18 

BENSON, GEORGE WILLIAM, Great Portland st, 
Chemist High Cours Pet Feb18 Ord March 19 

BRADSHAW, JAMES, Birmingham, Edge Tool 
Hardener Birmingham et March 19 Ord 
March 19 

BUTLER, WILLIAM, Landport, Hamps, Butcher 

, Portsmouth Pet March 18 Ord March 18 

Compton, THoMAS ANTHONY, Leicester, 

Ord March 20 


Agent 
Leicester Pet March 20 


CookE, WILLIAM HENRY, Manchester Manchester 


: Pet Feb 25 Ord March 20 
CORELLI, CHARLES ALBERT EpMOND, Heddon st, 
Regent st, Foreign Warehousemap High Court 
Pet March 19 Ord March 20 


i 


Davis, WILLIAM ALFRED, Nottingham, Lace Com- 
mission Agent Nottingham Pet March it Ord 
March 18 

DUNKLEY, SAMUEL LEONARD BENJAMIN, Fenny Strat- 
ford, Bucks, Saddler Maker Northampton Pet 
March is Ord March 18 

DunninG, Davin FELENRY, 
Grocer Southampton 
March 19 

DYKES, HDWARD JAMES, Halesworth, Suffolk, Baker 
Gt Yarmouth Pet March 18 Ord March 18 ‘ 

EsLick, STEPHEN JosgPH, Liverpool, School Furni- 
ture Manufacturer Liverpool Pet March 20 
Ord March 20 

FAULCONBRIDGE, WILLIAM JOSEPH, and JOSEPH 
SUMNER. Birmingham, Manufacturing Confec- 
tioners Birmingham Pet March 19 Ord March 19 

Forp, RicHarbD, Luton, Bedfordshire, Buiider Luton 
Pet March 20 Ord March 20 

GILL, CHARLES EpWakD, Newton, nr Wakefield, 
Farmer Waketield Pet March 19 Ord March 19 

GoULDSTONE, CHARLES Farr, Lisson st, Marylebone, 
late Licensed Victualler High Court 
March 19 Ord March 19 

Hatuipay, Francis, New Swindon, Wiltz, Gr cer 
Swindon Pet March19 Ord March 19 

HANLON, FRANCIS MICHAEL, Bolventor, nr Launces- 
ton, Clerk in Holy Orders East Stonehouse Pet 
March 20 Ord March 20 

HiacGins, Water, Luton, Bedfordshire, 
Plait Merchaut Luton Pet March 18 
March 


Hamps, 
19 Ord 


Freemantle, 
Pet March 


Ord 


Pet | 


Straw | 


March 18 

Hurst, JAMES HENRY, Blackpool, Insurance Agent 
Preston Pet March 19 Ord March 19 ; 

LANE, JoHN Lockwoop Marson, Gt Grimsby, Lincs, 
Draper Gt Grimsby Pet March i8 Ord March 15 

LAWRENCE, ALEXANDER MACCLESFIELD, St Hel 
pl, Australian Merchant High Court Pet Marc> 
18 Ord March 18 ae 

LuBsock, CHARLES WESTERN, Nevern sq, Earl's 
Court, Gent High Court Pet March 20 Ord 
March 20 

MARSHALL, JoHN Isaac, Brough, Notts, Farmer 
Nottingham Pet March 18 Ord March 13 

McKEAND, JAMES, Blackburn, Travelling Draper 
Blackburn Pet March19 Ord March 19 

MILLER, FREDERICK RicaMonD, Huntley st, Totten- 
ham court rd, Clerk High Court Pet March 18 
Ord March 18 

Morris, Davip, Tynderw, Aber, pr Bangor, Sheep 
Dealer Bangor Pet March 18 Ord March 18 

Morrison, Tuomas, Carnarvon, Seedsman Bangor 
Pet March 20 Ord March 20 

NAYLOR, JOHN, Halifax, Grocer Halifax Pet March 
20 Ord March 20 . 

NEAL, GEORGE, Hednesford, Staffordshire, Baker 
Walsall Pet Merch 19 Ord March 19 i 

PRATTEN, FARNHAM, Faulkland, Somerset, Farm ‘r 
Frome Pet March i8 Ord March 18 

PULLEN, ALFRED THoMAS, Paignton rd, Stamford 
hill, Hosier Wandsworth Pet March 18 Ord 

March 18 











gent 


enny 
Pe! 





srmer 


ytten- 
Ord 


eeper 

Sheep 
18 

angor 


1een’s 
rch 2 


Talsall 
armer 
‘alsall 


Nant- 
.19 
Fish- 
rch 20 
licitor 
) 

Pet 


| Mer- 
rch 19 
merly 
rch 20 
Peck- 
‘ch 18 
nville, 
arch 8 
, Boot 
b 16 


Pet 
ainter 
entry, 
119 
srocer 
rbury 
artbyr 


~ : 
¢ 


knock, 
rch 19 











March 30, 1889. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


357, 








Woop, ALFRED, Clearwell, Coleford, Glos, late Grocer | RaveNuILE, CHARLES Francis, Gloucester, Hair 


Newport, Mon Pet Marchi8 Ord March 18 \ 
York. JAMES. Oakengates, Salop, Saddle Maker | 
Madeley Pet Marchi9 Ord March 20 


The following amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette of Dec. 7. 
RAMSBY, FRANK ARTHUR, Ranelagh rd, Ealing, Wine 
Merchant Brentford Pet Nov30 Ord Dec5 


The following smended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette of March 12. 
Josvau, Morris, Cardiff, Jeweller Cardiff Pet 

March7 Ord March7 


ORDER MADE ON APPLICATION FOR DIS- 
CHARGE, 


TuUOMPSON, FREDERICK, Urmston Lodge, Wimbledon 
park, Surrey, Gent High Court Date of Adj 
Dec 29,1883 Ord Feb12 Discharge granted 

ORDERS ON APPLICATION TO APPROVE 
COMPOSITION OR SCHEME. 

BUCKLAND, STEPHEN, Haverfordwest, Draper Pem- 
broke Dock Ord March 13 Order rescinded 

DAVIES, BENJAMIN, Login, Cilymaenllwyd, Carmar- 
thenshire, General shop Keeper Pembroke Dock 
Ord March i3 Order rescinded 


London Gazetle.—TUESDAY, March 26. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

ADAMS, THOMAS FREDERICK, Knowle rd, Brixton, 
Private Secretary High Court Pet March 23 
Ord March 23 

ASTON, JOSEPH, Dudley, Chartermaster Dudley Pet 
March2i Ord March 21 

BaGGIN, JAMES, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet March 22 
Ord March 22 

, RopeRt, Stowmarket, Suffolk, Pork Butcher 

; munds Pet Mareh2t Ord March 21 

fANOR ISABELLA, and ELEANOR CRAMOND, 
Alnwick, Steam Thrashers Newcastie on Tyne 
Pet March 22 Ord March 22 

BrsT, GEORGE CHRISTOPHER HENRY, Cardiff, Watch- 

aker Cardiff Pet March 21 Ord March 21 

Birp, THoMas Hart, West Cowes, Isle of Wight, 
Baker Newport and Ryde Pet March 18 Ord 
March 18 

CuALFONT, HaNRY ERNEST, Theberton st, Islington, 
Journeyman Diamond Setter High Court Pet 
March 23 Ord March 23 

QoL¥, WILLIAM, Gt Yarmouth, Stationer Gt Yar- 
mouth Pet March 22 Ord March 22 

COLLYER. Morris BEttTs, Gt Yarmouth, Butcher Gt 
Yarmouth Pet March 22 Ord March 22 

CookE, HENRY, Newark, Engineer Nottingham 
Pet March 22 Ord March 22 

Dews, WILLIAM, Ossett, Yorks, Mungo Merchant 
Dewsbury Pet March 22 Ord March 22 

DIxon, CATHERINE, Carlisle, Milliner Carlisle Pet 
March 23 Ord March 23 

Dopps, JOSEPH, residence unknown, Solicitor High 
Court Pet Marchit Ord March 22 

ELLY, Ricuarp, Rusholme, Manchester, Boot Manu- 
facturer Manchester Pet March 21 Ord March 21 

Frank, THOMAS PEIRSON, Pickering, Yorks, Late 
Brewer's Agent Scarborough Pet March 2i 
Ord March 21 

Frost, ALFRED, Chryssel rd, Brixton High Court 
Pet Jan 23 Ord March 23 

GILBERT, WALTER CHARLES, Westgate on Sea, Kent, 
Ironmonger Canterbury Pet March 23 Ord 
March 23 

Harman, FRANCIS BENNETT, Farmers rd, Kennington 
pk. Mineral Water Manufacturer High Court 
et March 41 O1d March 22 

liart, Davi, B-singhall st, Colonial Merchant 
High Court Pet March 21 Ord March 21 

HATFIELD, JANE, Manor st, Clapham, Builder High 
Court Pet March 21 Ord March 21 

HIPWELL, JOHN Tepss, Lutterworth, Leic, Auc- 
tioneer Leicester Pet March 21 Ord March 21 

HORADBIN, JOHN, the younger, Appleton-within- 
Widnes, Aerated Water Manufacturer Liverpooi 
Pet March 21 Ord March 21 

HovusLeY, SAMUEL, Nottingham, General 
Nottingham Pet March 22 Ord March 22 

HOWLETT, CHARLKS HERBERT, Gaicsborough, 






y 
BELL, Eu 








Smith 


Labourer Lincoln Pet March 22 Ord March 22 
JAQugES, HENRY LEA, Newport, Brough, Yorks, En- 
gineer Kingston upon Hull Pet March 2s Ord 





, OLIVER WILLIAM, Ipswich, Commission 
Agent Ipswich March 23 Ord March 23 

LANDAU, Marcus, Leman st, Whitechapel, Grocer 
High Court Pet Marchs Ord March 23 

LANGFORD, JOHN, Doverst, Picadilly, Club Proprietor 
High Court Pet Dec 27 Ord March 20 

LAWBENCE, ARTHUR, Eversley, Southampton, Clerk 
in Holy Orders Winchester Pet March 23 Ord 
March 23 

LeGG, JouN CHARLES, Worthing, Baker Brighton 
Pet March 23 Ord March 23 

LETHABY, WILLIAM, Clitton, Bristol, Toy Dealer 
Bristol Pet March 23 Ord March 23 

LOWE, FREDERICK AUGUSTUS WHITMORE, Theobalid’s 
rd, Bedford row, Solicitor High Court Pet 
Feb5 Ord March 22 

Massey, JAMES, Westleigh, Lancs, Pattern Maker 
Bolton Pet March 28 Ord March &3 

McWHINNIE, JAMES ALEXANDER, and WILLIAM 
EDWARD LEIGH, Manchester, Fancy Box Makers 
Manchester Pet March 22 Ord March 22 

Mrirams, A,, Dr. Johnson’s bldgs, Temple, Barrister 
at Law High Court Pet Febi1 Ord March 22 

MULLER, ABRAHAM, Sheffield, Tobacconist Shef- 
field Pet March 22 Ord March 22 

NAYLOR, JOHN BRAILSFORD, Shettield, Butcher Shef- 
field Pet Marchs Ord March 21 

PEARSON, WILLIAM, Chester, Commercial Traveller 





Chester Pet March 21 Ord March 21 





Dresser Gloucester Pet March 22 Ord March 22 

RICHARDSON, MATTHEW, Bensham, Gateshead, Tra- 
veller Newcastle on Tyne Pet March 22 Ord 
March 22 

ROBINSON, JosEPH, Longton, Stats, Tailor Longton 
Pet Feb 25 Ord March 21 

ROuRKE, JAMES MIcHARL Cheapside, Photographer 
High Court Pet March 21 Ord March 21 

Scort, GEorGE, and GEORGE WILLIAM MITCHELL, 
Boscombe, Bournemouth, Builders Poole Pet 
March 13 Ord March 22 

SMITH, CHARLES HENDERSON, Newcastle on Tyne, 
Ship Surveyor NeweastleonTyne Pet March 
22 Ord March 22 

Tew, Wix11aM, Birkdale, Lancs, Joiner Liverpool 
Pet March 22 Ord March 22 

THORNTON, WoopHoOUsE, Slaithwaite, nr Hudders- 
field, Joiner Huddersfield Pet March21 Ord 
March 22 

WATERFALL, WALTER FRANK, Gt Grimsby, late Creo- 
soter GtGrimsby Pet March 20 Ord March 20 

WILLOUGHBY, EpDwARD HENRY, Leamington, Boot 
Maker Warwick Pet March 2t Ord March 21 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ALLsop, ToM SToREY, Middlesborough, Watchmaker 
April 4 at 11 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middles- 
borough 

BARKER, ROBERT, Stowmarket, Suffolk, Pork Butcher 
April 2at12 Off Rec, Ipswich 

BARKER, VALENTINE, Parham, Suffolk, late Farmer 
April 2at 11.45 Off Rec, Ipswich 

BELL, ELEANOR ISABELLA. and ELEANoR C&AMOND, 
Alnwick, Steam Thrashers April 4 at 2.30 Off 
Ree, Pink Jane, Newcastle on Tyne 


Birp, THomas Hart, West Cowes, I W, Baker April | 


3at3 Holyrood chbrs, Newport, I W 

Brown, Eitan, Ludgate circus, Restaurant 
Proprietor April9at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
inn 

BULLOCK, JAMES, Brierfie'd, Lancs, Reed Meker 
April 18 at 2 Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, 
Burnley 

BUTLER. WILLIAM. Landport, Butcher April15 at 4 
166, Queen st, Portsea 

CkCIL, FRANCIS HORACE PIERREPONT, Stretton. Rut- 
land, Gent April 8 at 3 Bankruptcy bldugs, 
Lincoln’s inn 

CRAWSHAW, MArsHALL HarTLey, Dewsbury, Grocer 
April2atio Off Rec, Bank chbis, Batley 

Dixon, CATHERINE, Carlisle, Milliner April at 12 
Ott Rec, 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 

DuNHILL, RicHarD, and GEORGE DUNHILL Bur- 
mantofts, Leeds, Cabinet Makers April 3 atil 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

DUNNING, Davin HENRY, Freemantle, Hampshire, 
Grocer April4at 11 Otf Ree, 4, East st, South- 
ampton 

FERGUSON, DANIEL, Gloucester rd, Finsbury pk, 


Slate Merchant April5at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, | 


Lincoln’s inn 

Forp, RicHarD, Luton, Bedfordshire, Builder 
April2atit Otf Rec, Park st West, Luton 

FosTER, SAMUEL. Barnsley, Machinery Broker April 
8 at 11.80 Off Rec, 1, Hanson st, Barnsley 

HA.iipay, Francis, New Swindon, Wilts, Grocer 
April2at12 Off Rec, 32, High st, Swindon 

HIGGINs, WALTER, Luton, Bedfordshire, Straw Plait 
—— April 2 at 3 Off Rec, Park st West, 

auton 

Hitt, Jon, Elton, nr Bury, Leather Merchant 
April 3 at 11.30 16, Woodst, Bolton 

JOHNSON, OLIVER WILLIAM, fpewthh. Commission 
Agent April2 ati2.30 Off Rec, Ipswich 

JONES, ARTHUR, Station rd, Highbury, Dairyman's 
Manager April9ati2 Bankruptcy bidgs, Por- 
tugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

KRAMER, GEORGE FREDERICK, Carltonrd, Mile End 
lately Baker April 9 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

L¥EK, ARTHUR ALFRED, Varditf, Boot Dealer April 
8at12 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

MARSHALL, JOHN Isaac, Brough, Notts, Farmer 
April 3at12 Clinton Arms Hotel, Newark 

McKEAND, JAMES, Blackburn, ‘Lravelling Draper 
April 2 at 3 County Court house, Bleckurn 

PRATTEN, FARNHAM, F'aulkland, Somerset, Farmer 
April 16 at 1.30 George Hotel, Frome ‘ 

RAVENHILL, CHARLES FRANCIS, Gloucester, Hair- 


dresser April 2 at 3 Of Rec, 15 King st, 
Gloucester ; 
RICHARDSON, MATTHEW, Bensham, Gateshead 


Traveller April 4 at 3.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, 
Newcastle on Tyne ; 3 : 
ROBINSON, JOSEPH, Longton, Staffordshire, Tailor 
April 6 at11 Off Rec, Newcastle under Lyme 
SEAGER, WILLIAM, Whitchurch, Salop, Grocer April 
10 at 10.45 Royal Hotel, Crewe 

SHACKLETON, JOHN, Astley, Lancs, Provision Dealer 
April 3 at 11 16, Wood st, Bolton 

SMITH, CHARLES HENDERSON, Newcastle on Tyne, 
Ship Surveyor April 4at3 Ott Rec, Pink lane, 
Newcastle on Tyne 

Spick, JOEL, Farndon, nr Newark, Corn Merchant, 
April3 at 1 Clinton Arms Hotel, Newark _ 

STAINTHORPE, CHARLES, Hutton Rudby, nr Yarm, 
Yorks, Butcher - 4at 11.15 Ott Kec, 8, Albert 
rd, Middlesborough ; ; 

STANWORTH, KICHARD, Burnley, Joiner April 3 at 3 
Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 

TayLoR, FREDERICK CHARLES, Choumert rd, Peck- 
ham, Shopfitter April 9 at 2.30 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn ' 

TayLor, GEORGE Ilgnry, Birkenhead, Accountant 
April$at1.30 Otf Kec, 48, Hamilton sq, Birken- 
head 








| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 





THORNTON, WOODHOUSE, Slaithwaite, nr Hudders- 
field, Joiner Apriljat3 Haigh & Son, Solicitors, 
New st, Huddersfield 

TILLEY, Epwarp, Holway, Holywell, Flint, Book- 
keeper April 16 at 3 Bankruptcy Office, Crypt 
chbrs, Chester 

TOWLE, HENRY NEVILLE, and MARK GILBERT, Not- 
tingham, Solicitors April 2 at 12 George the 
Fourth Hotel, Nottingham 

Tuck, JOHN, St James st, Clerkenwell, Jeweller April 
5atil Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s 
inn fields 

TuRrNER, Taomas, Lindridge, Worcestershire, Far- 
mer April5 at 2.15 Lion Hotel, Kidderminster 

WALLER, ARTHUR, Southsea, Draper April 15 at 3 
166, Queen st. Portsea 

WILLIAMS, JoHN Ropsnt, Billiter sq, East India 
Commission Merchant April9ati2 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

WINSFORD, WILLIAM, Nelson sq, Blackfriars rd, 
Builder April9atil Bankruptcy bldgs, Portu- 

_ galst, Lincoln’s inn fields 

YORK, JAMES, Oakengates, Salop, Saddler April 8 at 

2 County Court Uffice, Madeley 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


ADAMS, THOMAS FREDERICK, Knowle rd, Brixton, 

ay Secretary High Court Pet Mar23 Ord 
ar 23 

ASTON, JOSEPH, Dudley, Chartermaster Dudley Pet 
Mar 2t Ord Mar 21 

BAGGIn, James, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet Mar 22 
Ord Mar 22 

BEEL, ELEANOR ISABELLA, and ELEANOR CRAMOND, 
Alnwics, Steam Thrashers Newcastle on Tyne 
Pet Mar 22 Ord Mar 22 

BrsT, GEORGE CHRISTOPHER HENRY, Cardiff, Watch- 
maker Cardiff Pet Mar21 Ord Mar 23 


| Brrp, THoMas HART, West Cowes.IW, Baker New- 


portand Ryde Pet Mar18 Ord Mar 18 

BISHTON, ALFRED, Birmingham, Manufacturing 
Jeweller Birmingham Pet Feb 21 Ord Mar a1 

BUTLER, WILLIAM, Landport, Hants, Butcher Ports- 
mouth Pet Maris Ord Mar 21 

CoLE, WILLIAM, Gt Yarmouth, Stationer Gt Yar- 
mouth Pet Mar22 Ord Mar 22 

COLLYER, Morris Betis, Gt Yarmouth, Butcher 
Gt Yarmouth Pet Mar z2 Ord Mar 22 

CvoKt, HENRY, Newark, Engineer Nottingham Pet 
March 22 Ord March 23 

Coover, ALFRED Harpy, Leicester, Builder Leices- 
ter Pet March 12 Ord March 22 

CoxXaLL, JostrH, St Albans, Confectioner St Albans 
Pet March 13 Ord March 18 

CrooKE, JOHN KYLAND, Birmingham, Solicitor Bir- 
mingham Pet Feb 11 Ord March 23 

Davies, JouN THomas, Avery row, Grosvenor st, 
Egg Merchant High Court Pet March 1 Ord 
March 21 


| DEWs, WILLIAM, Ossett, Yorks, Mungo Merchant 


Dewsbury Wet March 22 Ord March 22 

Dixon, CATHERINE, Carlisle, Milliner Carlisle Pet 
Mareh 23 Ord March 23 

Dixon, WILLIAM, Moortown, nr Leeds, Army Con- 
tractor Leeds Pet Feb 19 Ord March 21 

Dykes, EpWarRD JAMES, Halesworth, Suffolk, Baker 
Gt Yarmouth Pet Marchis Ord March 21 

Exuis, JOHN Eparaim, Low Harrogate, Contractor 
York Pet March ‘6 Ord March 22 

FAULCONBRIDGE, WILLIAM JOSEPH, and JOSEPH 
SuMNER, Birmingham, Manufacturing Con- 
fectioners Birmingham Pet March 19 Ord 
March 22 

FLETCHER, DONALD, Bedford, Grocer Bedford Pet 
March 2 Ord March 23 ' " 

FRANK, THOMAS PEIRSON, Burgate, Pickering, Yorks, 
late Brewer’s Agent Scarborough Pet March 
2: Ord March 21 

Fey, EDWARD ALFRED AUGUSTUS, St John’s hill, 
Sevenoaks, Chemist ‘Tunbridge Wells Pet 
March 13 Ord March 21 . 

GILBERT, WALTER CHARLES, Westgate on Sea, Kent, 
Ironmonger Canterbury Pet March 22 Ord 
March 23 ; 

Hau. WILLIAM, Monks Kirby, Warwick, Publican 
Leicester Pet March 12 Ord March 2z 

Hanbury, EDWIN CHARLES, Broomwood rd, Wands- 
worth common, no occupation Wandsworth 
Pet Feb 22 Ord March 19 

HANLON, Francis Micuatt, Bolventor, nr Launces- 
ton, Clerk in Holy Orders East Stonehouse Pet 
March 20 Ord March 21 

Hit., Jouy, Elton, nr Bury, Leather Merchant 
Bolton Pet March 20 Ord March 2t_ t 

Horabin, JouyN, jun, Appleton within Widnes, 
Aerated Water Manufacturer Liverpool Pet 
March 21 Ord March 21 7 

Howlett, CHARLES HERBERT, Gainsborough, 
Labourer Lincoln Pet March 22 Ord March 22 

Jaques, HENRY LEA, Newport, Brough, Yorks, 
Engineer Kingston upon Hull Pet March 22 
Ord March 22 ; 

Kinc, Henrgy, Odiham, Hampshire, Brewer Win- 
chester Pet March 4 Ord March 20 : 

LreGu, JoHN CHARLES, Worthing, Baker Brighton 
Pet March 23 Ord March 23 

LIMvrENNY, HERBERT, Nottingham, Confectioner 
Nottingham Pet March4 Ord March 20 

LouGH, KoBERT, Millhouses, Sheffield, late Share- 
broker Shefiieid Pet Feb7 Ord March 21 

MorGan, James THomas, St. Dunostan’s hill, Fish 
Salesman High Uourt Pet Feb 25 Ord March 23 

MULLER, ABRAHAM, Sheffield, Tobacconist Sheflield 
Pet March 22 Ord March 22 . 

PARKES, JAMES, Burton on Trent, Builder Burton 
on Trent Pet Feb12 Ord March 16 

PEARSON, WILLIAM, Chester, Commercial Traveller 
Chester Pet March 21 Ord March 21 
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RAVENHILL, CHARLES Francis, Gloucester, Hair- 
dresser Gloucester Pet March 22 Ord March 23 

Rostnson, JosEPH. Longton, Staffordshire, Tailor 
Longton Pet Feb 25 Ord March 23 

RovurkE. JAMES MICHAEL, Cheapside, Photographer 
High Court Pet March 21 Ord March 21 

Sack, EpGar, ani JoHN WALTER SAGE, Bramham 
gdns, South Kensington. and Upper Richmond 
rd, Sheen, Mortlake, Builders High Court Pet 
Jan 23) Ord March 21 

Sanpys, Freperick. Holland Park rd, 
Court Pet March? Ord March 21 

SHACKLETON. JOHN. Astley. Lancs, Provis 
Bolton Pet March 20 Ord March 21 

SMITH, CHARLES HENDERSON, Newcastle on 
Ship Surveyor Newcastle on Tyne Pet 
22 Ord March 22 

SMITH, SARAH. St Margaret’s, Twickenham, School- 
mistress Brentford Pet Jan2 Ord March 13 

STAMPER, RICHARD, Kingston upon Hull, Seedsman 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Feb19 Ord March 22 

STANWORTH, RICHARD. Burnley, Joiner Burnley 
Pet Marchs Ord March 22 

STEVENS, THOMAS, Gussage, 
Farmer Poole Pet March 5 

Taw. Wiii1aM, Birkdale, Lancs, Joiner 
Pet March 21 Ord March 22 

Tommy, JONATHAN, Wem, Salop, Builder 
bury Pet March 2 Ord March 20 

Tumpowsky, JUDAH Isaac, Cardiff, Jeweller 
Pet Feb 25 Ord March 23 

WATERFALL, WALTER FRANK, Gt 
Creosoter (it Grimsby Pet 
March 20 

WILKES, fALFRED, 
founder Oldbury 


Gent High 
1 Dealer 


Tyne, 
March 


All Saints, Dorset, 
Ord March: 21 
Liverp 


Cardiff 


late 
Ord 


Grimsby, 
March 20 


Iron- 
1 21 


Worcestershire, 
Ord Mari 


Oldbury, 
Pet March 18 


(First 


HARRISON 


ME. J. CARTE R 
class Honours, Trinity, 1880), Author of 
**A Guide to the Intermediate” and various other 
Studente’ Works, continues to prepare Pupils for the 
SOLICITORS’ and BAR EXAMINATIONS. 

Classes meet for the four,three, and two months 
before each Final and Intermediate Examination, 
and a Special Class for Revision is also formed before 
each Examination. Pupils are also prepared privately 
and ones the post, 

In November last all Intermediate pupils passed, 
and of the last 117 sent up 109 have passed, and many 
have obtained Honours since 1880. 

Full partic ulars as to Classes, Fees, &c., ¢ 
tion to 58, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 


M!?: R. M. STEPHENSON, LL.B. (Law 
Scholar, ae, &c., Editor Jurist, &c.), 
continues to PR EPARE for LAW EXAMS, Jan. 
Results.— Solicitors’ 


» c Honours, ist (Clement’s-inn 
and 3rd (New-inn) Prizemen—i.e., nearly First 
Class and 2 in 2nd Class 


’ 


ali sent in). Jnt. LL.B— 
Half ist and 2nd Class Honours and ist (Exhibi- 
tioner) and 8rd in First Class At Honours 
Exams.- § out of first 8 and 2 First Prizemen, 200 
guineas Studentship, &c.— 3, Plowden-buildings, 
Temple, EC. 


I tad ERMEDIATE and FIN “i 
NATIONS.—Private and Postal ‘ 
M.A., LL.M. (Cambridge) ; 
terms moderate 
araye, Wakefield. 


EXA} 


Solicitor. 
tion to correspondents; 
M. L., Christ Church Vic 


AW TUTOR.—A Barrister (Wrangler 
&c.) Coaches for the Bar, Solicitors’, and all 
Legal Examinations; each pupil taken separately ; 
terms very moderate.— Address, 8 C. B., Messrs. 
Deacon, 154, Leadenhall-street, E.C. 


AW.—kKequired, by a Solicitor of nine 
years’ standing, a Conveyancing and General 
Clerkship in a town or country oflice; Midiand 
Counties or London preferred; slight supervision ; 
ood references; salary moderate.—J. G. N., 41, 
bs J ate: loo-street, Birmingham. 


AW.—Clerkship desired in goca Office by 
Solicitor (28) ; admitted 1585; nearly five years’ 
experience in City as Mz inaging Clerk, acting with and 
without supervision, chiefly in Chancery, Common 
Law, and Conveyancing.—LEx, 117, Chancery-lan¢ ; 


AW.—A Solicitor, admitted, but who has 
4 not practised for several years, wishes to enter 
a London Office of good general practice for a year ; 
will give his services for afew months gratuitously. 
—B., the Office of this Journal. 


AW. — Advertiser (aged 
Situation as General Clerk; 
Conveyancing, Common Law, &c.; knowledge of 
Shorthand; eleven years with last employer. 
Address, A. (+., care of Mr. Coleman, 2, Scott’s- 
terrace, ‘Trafalgar-road, Old Kent- road 


JANTED, by a Young Solicitor (unad- 
mitted) a Situation in the Office of a General 
Practitioner ; small salary ; good worker.— Address, 
¥F W oo!sthorpe House, Lewin-road, Str¢ atham, 


26) Requires 
accustomed to 


« aNey 


Surrey. 


W4xtED, by a 
Final, LL.B., 
General Clerkship in 


Shorthand. — W, F., 
road, 8.W. 


Solicitor (lst Honours 
Honours), Conveyancing or 
tuwn or country; writes 
161, Lydney-street, King’s- 


The following amended notices are substituted for 
those published in the London Gazette of Feb. 19. 
BLACKMAN, GEORGE DvuLtAM, and JOHN JOSEPH 
TiTsInkK, Carmalt gdns. Upper Richmond rd, and 
Commercial rd East, Whitec Sape, Coopers High 

Court Pet Jan 22 Ord Feb 15 
KMAN, WILLIAM DvutuiaM, Beverley, Yorks, 
Cooper High Court Pet Jan 22 Ord Feb 16 
ORDERS ee ON_ APPLICATIONS FOR 
DISCHARGE. 
THOMpPsON, GEORGE, Thistle grove, Brompton, Ship- 
wner High Court Date of Adj July 6, 1552, 
Ord Feb 26 Discharge granted 
STAYHURST, WALTER PLANT, Manchester. Tailor 
Manchester Date of Adj Sept 9,1881 Ord Feb 27 
Absolute order for discharge 
ORDERS ON APPLICATION TO APPROVE 
COMPOSITION OR SCHEME. 
CHARNLEY, WILLIAM ALFRED EDWARD, and RICHARD 
ALFRED BENYON, Rochdale, Lancashire, Joiners 
Oldham Ord March 14 Order rescinded 
TayiLor, JOHN WILLIAM, Oldham, Agent Oldham 
Ord March 14 Receiving order rescinded and ad- 
udication annulled 


Bia 


.ES ag ENSUING WEEK 

Tessrs, H. Foster & CRANFIELD, at the 
5.C., at 20°’c aoe Absolute Reversions and 
Paid-up Policy of Assurance advertisement, 
this week, p. 4). 
April 5.—Messrs. 

at 2 o’clock 
se2 advertisement, 


(see 

BAKER & Sons, at the Mart, E.C., 
Freehold and Leasehold Properties 
this week, p. 4 


REEVES & TURNER, 
BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS. 
Libraries Valued or Purchased. 
A Large Stock of Second-hand Reports and Text- 
books always on Sale. 


100, CHANCERY LANE & CAREY STREET. 


LAW 


DISTRESS AMENDMENT ACT, 1888. 
JAMES GAIRDNER, Land 
and Auctioneer, is authorized 
27, South- 
and 18 


LAW OF 
Dave AkD 


Agent, Surveyor. 
by certificate to levy distraints.—Office 
ampton-ouildings, Chancery-lane, W. 
Tottenham-court-road, W. 


Rooks BOUGHT.—To Executors, Solici- 
is, &€..—HENRY SOTHERAN & CO., 136, 
sees i, and 36, Pice adilly, PURCHASE LIBRARIES 
or smaller collections ot Books, in town cr country, 
giving the utmost value in cash; also value for 
PROBATE, Experienced valuers promptly sent. 
Removals without trouble or expense to sellers. 
Established 1816. Telegraphic Address, Bookmen, 

London. Code in use, Unicode. 

MoO TRUSTEES. Particulars of suitable In- 
| — nts in London Pro- 
perty may be had free of 

Mir, GEORGE J. FULLER, 55 

i nd Si, Gresham - street, 


London, E.C. 


TO CAPITALISTS. 
TO INVESTORS. 


NTED Begin as Office 
’ t 

must be re- 

per week.— 


to 


you TH WA 
Boy in City Solicitor’s Office; 

to 10s, 

Coulcher, 50, Chancery-Jane. 


spectable and intelligent; 7s. 

Address, I. A 
MARRIED CLERGYMAN, Vicar of « 

i hea] ae | Fear may in Wiltshire, desire s to receive 

one or two Wards in Chancery. ~—Ap ply, Se Bs 

care of He *. rt G. James, Esq., 24, Hornton-stree t, 

Kensington 


‘OLICITORS.— A 


+s Ur. 


fine Suite of Offices 
. (three or five rooms) to be Let. at New Stone- 
buildings, Chancery-lane, close to the Law Courts 
and the Chancery-lane Safe Deposit; lighted by 
electric light; every convenience; moderate rent; 
use of elegant arbitration rooms in same building at 
reduced terms.—Apply at the Collector’s Oftice, in 
the Hall of 63 and 64, Chancery-lane, W.C, 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE est MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of 
the Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &e. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTEKS 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, 
and Clerks of the Peace. 
CORPORATION ROBES UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWNS. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94 CHANCERY LANE LONDON. 
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Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity in the Country, it 
is requested that application be made direct 
to the Publisher. 

[MPERIAL FIRE INSURANCE, ‘COM- 


RO wh 4 1803. 
1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pali Mall, S.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000, 
Total Invested Funds over £1, 600,000. 


E, COZENS SMITH, 
General Manager 


\HE BRITISH LAW FIRE INSURANVUE 
COMPANY, LIMITED. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,000,000. 


This Company is prepared to entertain proposals 
on eligible risks, including Mercantile Insurances, 
Applications for Agencies may be made to 


H. FOSTER CUTLER, Manager and Secretary, 
Offices, 5, Lothbury, Bank, London, E.C 


LAY UNION FIRE and LIFE INSU- 
RANCE COMPANY. 
EsTAB —— IN a YEAR 1854. 


hie: O 
“LONDON, W.C 


126, CHANCE 1m “LANE, 
ra 

1, ROYAI. EXC HANGE BUILDINGS, E.O, 

LIFE DEPARTMENT. 

the 


Special attention is drawn to following 
a _ 

The Bonus added to Policies on young lives at 
the last division of profits amounted to £75 for every 
£100 of premium paid during the Q linquennium. 

2, Claims are payable immediately on proof of death 
and title, 

. The Premiums are moderate. 

FIRE DEPARTMENT. 

Losses settled promptly and liberally. 

Private Houses and Ecclesiastical Buildings, if 
brick and tiled or slated, and free from hazardous 
surroundings, insured at a premium of 1s. 6d. for 
each £10), 

Household Furniture in houses of similar construce 
tion insured at a premium of 2s. per cent. 

Loans on Reversions and Life Interests. 

teversions purchased 

Annuities granted. 

FRANK McGEDY, Actuary and Secretary. 


PEVERSIONARY and LIFE INTE. 
ay 9 3 in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY 
Securities and Annuities PURCHASED, or Loans 
nuities thereor granted, by the EQUITABLE RE- 
ERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY (LIMITED), 10, 
Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Strand. Established 
1835. Capital, £500,000. Interest on Loans may be 
capitalized. 





F, 8. CLAYTON, 
Cc, H. CLAYTON, 


ESTABLISHED 1851. 


IRKBEOK BAN 
Southampton-buildings, Charcery-lane. 

THREE per CENT. mabey EST allowed on 
DEPOSITS, re vay’ able on demand 

TWO per CENT. IN TEREST on CURRENT 
ACCOUNTS calculated on the minimum monthly 
balances, when not drawn below £100. 

The Bank undertakes for its Customers, free of 
Charge, the Custody of Deeds, Writings, and other 
Securities and Valuables; the collection of Bills of 
Exchange, Dividends, and Coupons; and the purchase 
and sale of Stocks, Shares,and Annuities, Letters of 
Credit and Circular Notes issued, 

The BIRKBECK ner gga with full particu- 
lars, post- -tree, on applicatio 

FRANCIS RAV TENS SCROFT, Manager. 


Joint 
Secretaries 








